Attorney Docket No.: PHO 99004CIP 
IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



In re Application of: Bennett ) Art Unit: 2626 

Serial No.: 10/653,039 ) Examiner: Martin Lerner 

Filed; August 29, 2003 

For: Query engine for processing 
voice based queries including semantic 
decoding 

NOTICE OF CONCURRENT LITIGATION PROCEEDINGS 
PROVIDED PURSUANT TO MPEP 2001.06(c) 



Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



Sir: 

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 1.56 and MPEP 2001.06(c) the Patent Owner 
hereby submits the present Notice of Concurrent Litigation Proceeding involving 
two different litigations. They are: 

• A lawsuit for patent infringement filed in the Northern District of 
California under the case identifier CV 08-0863. This action is 
against Wells Fargo Bank for infringement of patents 6,665,640; 
6,633,846; 7,050,977 and 7,277,854, which contain subject matter 
related to the present application. Additional materials are 
presented, including 1) a copy of the Complaint filed by Phoenix; 2) 
a copy of the Answer filed by defendant Wells Fargo. 

• A lawsuit for patent infringement filed in the Central District of 
California under the case identifier CV 08-0984. This action is 
against DirectTV for infringement of patents 6,61 5, 1 72; 7,050,977; 
7,139,714 and 7,225,125, which contain subject matter related to 



the present application. Additional materials are presented, 
including 1) a copy of the Complaint filed by Phoenix; 2) a copy of 
the Answer filed by defendant DirectTV. 

The present claims stand on their own; however the present application 
does derive priority from such patents and other applications, and does relate to 
similar subject matter. Nothing in these pleadings, or any other materials from 
such case, are believed to be material to the present application. They are 
provided solely to comply with the PTO's procedures covering such disclosures. 



July 2, 2008 

2030 Addison Street 

Suite 610 

Berkeley, CA 94704 
(510) 540-6300 
(510) 540-6315 



Respectfully submitted, 




J. Nicholas Gross 
Registration No. 34,175 
Attorney for Patent Owner 
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R. Joseph Trojan CA Bar No. 137,068 
trojan^trojanlawoffices.coni 
TROJAN LAW OFFICES 
9250 Wilshire Blv<L, Suite 325 
Beverly Hills, CA 90212 
Telephone: 310-777-8399 
Facsimile: 310-777-8348 

Attorneys for Plaintiff, 
PHOENIX SOLUTIONS, INC. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 



PHOENIX SOLUTIONS, INC., a 
California corporation, 

Plaintiff. 



v. 



WELLS FARGO & COMPANY, a 
Delaware corporation, 

Defendant. 



// 

// 
// 
// 
// 
// 
// 
ff 
// 

COMPLAINT 
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COMPLAINT FOE DAMAGES AND 
INJUNCTIVE RELIEF FOR 
INFRINGEMENT OF U S, PATENT 
NO& 6,633,846, 6,665,640, 7,050,977 
AND 7,277,854 UNDER 35 U.S.C. % 
271 AND DEMAND FOR JURY 
TRIAL PURSUANT TO FED. R. CIV, 
PROC, RULE 38 
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Plaintiff, PHOENIX SOLUTIONS. INC. (hereinafter "Plaintiff or 
"Phoenix"), hereby complains against Defendant, WELLS FARGO & COMPANY 
(hereinafter "Defendant" or "Wells Fargo"), as follows: 

L. This is a civil action for patent infringement arising under the patent 
laws of the United States, 35 U.S.C. 1 271 etseq. 

I. THE PARTIES 

2. Plaintiff is a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the 
State of California, with a place of business at 634 Georgia Avenue, Palo Alto, 
California, 94306. 

3. Upon information and belief, Defendant is a corporation organized and 
existing under the laws of the State of Delaware with a place of business at 420 
Montgomery Street, San Francisco, California, 94163. 

II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

4. Plaintiff is the owner by assignment of U.S. Patent No*. 6,633 346, 
6,665,640, 7,050,977, and 7,277,854 (hereinafter "Patents in Suit") directed to 
"speech recognition software", 

5. Plaintiff Phoenix developed the next generation of speech recognition 
systems that give users the ability to have a verbal conversation with a computer 
about a subject on which the computer has been programmed to process and 
generate intelligent responses. One of the first applications of this new technology 
was its use in telephone customer service lines where the customer calls a computer 
and a "virtual customer service agent" answers the line and interacts with a caller 
using "natural speech" akin to alive person. 

6. Phoenix encompasses the life work of a pioneer in the field of 
computer-based speech recognition, Dr. Ian Bennett. Originally from Jamaica, Dr. 
Bennett graduated with honors from the University of British Columbia and went 
on to receive his Master's and Doctorate degrees in electrical engineering from 
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Stanford University. While at Stanford, Dr. Bennett developed the first practical 
analog processor for speech compression. After graduation he held technical 
engineering positions with several high technology companies and contributed to 
device and product development. As a consultant to the Variable Speech Corp. of 
Tokyo, Japan, he contributed to the development of an analog speech compression 
VLSI speech processor used for audio compression in consumer speech recorders. 
In 1994, Dr. Bennett began the development of a natural language query system 
(NLQS). Subsequently, he founded Phoenix Solutions, where he guided the 
development of algorithms for statistics- and semantics- based signal processing of 
speech that allow a computer to take in natural speech questions and return answers 
that also sound like natural speech. Dr, Bennett developed various applications for 
his technology, including interactive conversational systems and interactive guides, 
intelligent tutoring systems and form-fining systems. Dr. Bennett is currently at the 
National Science Foundation serving as a Program Director within the Directorate 
of Engineering, Division of Industrial Innovation & Partnerships. 

7. Defendant Wells Fargo is a financial services company that provides 
hanking, insurance, investment, mortgage loan, and consumer finance services. In 
connection with its electronic services, Defendant (and/or others on its behalf) 
established and operates a number of customer support lines, which can be reached 
for example at (800) 642-4720 and upon information and belief, other toll-free 
phone numbers. The customer. support lines employ a natural language interactive 
voice response (IVR) system that includes a virtual agent (hereinafter 
interchangeably referred to as "IVR system"). 

8. The Plaintiff's natural language IVR system is superior to 
conventional touch-tone systems because the caller can simply talk to the system 
using natural language. In contrast, touch-tone IVR systems require the caller to 
select from a series of choices using a more limited telephone keypad. IVR touch 
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tone systems are also less efficient since they require callers to listen to an entire 
menu of choices and wade through a series of menus before providing a response to 
the caller. Consumers hang up at a greater rate in frustration when they become 
lost in the maze of menus. 

9. The alternative to touch tone menu systems is to employ live 
operators. When compared to live operators the Plaintiff's IVR system is much 
more cost effective. Based upon industry data, it is estimated that Defendant's use 
of its current IVR system has allowed it to save 93% of the cost it previously 
incurred in providing its customer support line and Defendant's customer 
satisfaction has increased by 30%. 

10. Upon information and belief; Defendant operates its IVR system using 
a combination of telephony hardware and computer server hardware that is 
specifically adapted by Defendant (and/or others on its behalf) to respond to spoken 
questions from callers concerning the Defendant's business. Such hardware uses 
supporting software that includes speech recognition and natural language engines 
used to understand the spoken questions from callers. 

11. Upon information and belief, the speech recognition engine used by 
Defendant is distributed, so that some of the speech-processing operations for 
understanding callers are performed on a client computing system (such as 
telephony platform or other hardware) while other speech processing operations are 
performed on a separate server computing system. Upon information and belief, 
Defendant (and/or others on its behalf) configure such computing systems to 
customize what speech processing operations will take place on such respective 
hardware systems to maximize certain characteristics of the system, and to regulate 
how speech data from the callers is transferred between such systems. 

12. When customers place calls to Defendant's IVR system, they can 
speak in a conversational style as if they were speaking to a real person. 
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Defendant's interactive virtual agent responds to the caller's questions in real-time 
by providing answers in natural speech. The virtual agent has been taught natural 
language dialogues based on information concerning Defendant's products 
provided by the Defendant and incorporated into the software. In this manner, the 
virtual agent can understand questions posed by customers concerning Defendants 
products, and give relevant answers. 

13. Defendant's IVR system uses a speech recognition engine to break 
down the customer's questions into specific words understood by the IVR system. 
For example, the speech recognition engine could determi ne that the user has said 
his or her account number. Defendant controls precisely what specific words its 
IVR system will understand as part of its vocabulary by configuring (and/or having 
others configure on its behalf) certain aspects of such client computing system 
and/or server computing system. 

14. Defendant's IVR system employs a natural language engine to 
understand the meaning of the specific words spoken by its customers. The IVR 
system, by understanding the meaning and context of specific words, may 
determine that the customer is asking about a service related problem. Defendant 
controls precisely what interpretation the IVR system should give to various words 
spoken by its customers by configuring (and/or having others configure on its 
behalf) certain aspects of the client computing system and/or server computing 
system. 

15. Based on determining the most likely meaning of the customer's 
specific question, the interactive virtual agent responds with a specific answer. The 
answer may take the form of an audible response from the agent, or it may take the 
form of the IVR system routing the caller to a live person working within the 
appropriate department (such as the service department in the example above). In 
all instances, Defendant alone controls precisely what responses and actions virtual 
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agent takes, and has configured (and/or has had others configure on its behalf) 
certain aspects of such client computing system and/or server computing system to 
provide such desired responses or actions. 

16. Upon information and belief, Defendant also configured and controlled 
(and/or has had others configure and/or control on its behalf) other aspects of the 
virtual agent's overall behavior, including among other things, the gender, apparent 
age, speech rate, prosody, style and rate of response. These parameters are selected 
and controlled by Defendant to increase customer satisfaction with the customer 
support line. 

17. Upon information and belief, Defendant (and/or others on its behalf) 
desiped, customised and selected the personality exhibited by the virtual agent as 
well. This electronic persona was specifically selected to be appealing and 
attractive to Defendant's customers and to maximize utilization of the IVR system 
by such customers. 

18. Upon information and belief, the information used by Defendant's 
IVR system (including e.g., the grammar used, specific questions to which it can 
respond, the interpretation of questions, and the answers to be gi ven to customers) 
were derived by Defendant (and/or others on its behalf) from collecting and 
studying data from thousands of actual calls made to Defendants customer support 
line. Based on this, Plaintiff believes that Defendant (and/or others on its behalf) 
has trained the IVR system with Defendant's call center data that is unique to 
Defendant's business. As a result, the IVR system is tailored to respond with 
appropriate answers to questions posed by Defendant's customer base. 

19. Accordingly, Defendant's IVR system has been customized with 
customer content data that is not available from a third party. This Defendant- 
specific content data is critically important to the behavior and operation of 
Defendant's IVR system, since without it the IVR system would not know what 
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words to recognize from a caller's utterance, how to determine the meaning of such 
words, and/or what answer to give to the caller as a response. 

20. Defendant's IVR system, as noted above, is a combination of 
components, including at least some hardware, software and content which it 
obtained from third parties (third party components). Nonetheless, and on 
information and belief. Defendant is responsible for and has caused such third party 
components to be combined, adapted and configured (including with such 
Defendant-specific content) in accordance with specific performance, content 
requirements and scenarios of the Defendant's customer support operations. 

21. Consequently, and on further information and belief, the current 
structure and operation of Defendant's IVR system is a result of content 
contributions, performance specifications and operational specifications provided 
by Defendant and configuration/modification of third party components made by 
Defendant (and/or others on its behalf). Such third party components - as currently 
available from such third parties - by themselves would not be sufficient to 
implement Defendant's IVR system without Defendant's cooperations contributions 
and actions, including Defendant's provision of the Defendant-specific content 
data, 

22. On or about June 2, 2006, Hamtiif sent a letter to Defendant, stating 
that the IVR system is covered by one or more claims of the Patents in Suit In that 
letter, Plaintiff included a number of supporting materials to explain its position on 
the Patents, and further extended an trffer to license the Patents in Suit to 
Defendant. On or about June 27, 2006, Defendant responded, informing Plaintiff 
that it needed to investigate the matter and requested identification of the patent 
claims that may be infringed. On or about June 29, 2006, Plaintiff responded to 
Defendant, stating that Defendant may have overlooked the CD enclosed with the 
original letter which has extensive representative claim charts pointing out 
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particularly which claims Plaintiff believes are pertinent to Defendant's system and 
why. Some many months later on October 18, 2007, and having not heard from 
Defendant, Plaintiff sent another letter to Defendant to again negotiate a license and 
requested a response by no later than December 14, 2007. Defendant failed to 
respond in any meaningful way to the licensing offer or the charge of infringement, 
necessitating the filing of this action. 

IIL priasmrTfnN and venue 

23. This Court has original subject matter jurisdiction over Plaintiffs 
patent infringement claim pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1338(a). 

24. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant because 
Defendant's corporate headquarters are located in San Francisco, CA. 

25. Venue properly lies in the Northern District of California pursuant to 
28 U.S.C. §1391 and §1400, because the acts complained of herein have been 
committed and are being committed in this Judicial District and Defendant is 
subject to personal jurisdiction within the District. 

IV. FIRST COUNT mm INFRINGEMENT 
<W UNITED ST*™* PA,T1<^ NCk 6JiMM6 

26. Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 1 through 25. 

27. Plaintiff is the assignee of the U.S. Patent No. 6,633,846 ("the '846 
Patent"), attached hereto as Exhibit 1, entitled "Distributed Real Time Speech 
Recopition System'*. Plaintiff owns and has standing and capacity to sue and 
recover damages for infringement under the '846 Patent. 

28. Defendant has violated Plaintiffs patent rights by operating an IVR 
system covered by at least one claim of the '846 Patent. Wells Fargo' s infringing 
IVR system has not been manufactured or authorized in any manner by the 
Plaintiff. 
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29. As a legal consequence of Defendant's infringement, Plaintiff i s 
entitled to compensation for no less than a reasonable royalty, as well as pre- 
judgment interest and a preliminary and permanent injunction. In the event that the 
Court does not exercise its equitable discretion to award a permanent injunction, 
then Plaintiff is entitled to a judgment that includes a sum equal to the total 
projected value of a compulsory license for the life of the patent at a royalty rate to 
be determined by a jury, discounted to present value, to compensate Plaintiff for 
future infringement 

30. The infringement of the '846 Patent has been willful in that Defendant 
is fully aware of Plaintiffs rights, yet has continued to use the infringing IVR 
system in violation of the patent taws without a good faith basis for believing it 
does not infringe or the patent is invalid. This intentional refusal to respect 
Plaintiffs patent rights constitutes willful infringement under 35 U.S.C. It 284 and 
285, thereby entitling Plaintiff to treble damages and attorneys* fees, 

v. second cow ym m^mrnmr w 

UNrim STATES PATKNT NO. 6 665.640 

3 1 . Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 1 through 25. 

32. Plaintiff is the assignee of the U.S. Patent No. 4665,640 ("the '640 
Patent"), attached hereto as Exhibit 2, entitled "interactive Speech Based 
Learning/Training System Formulating Search Queries Based on Natural Language 
Parsing of Recognized User Queries". Plaintiff owns and has standing and capacity 
to sue and recover damages for infringement under the '640 Patent 

33. Defendant has violated Plaintiff s patent rights by operating an IVR 
system covered by at least one claim of the '640 Patent. Wells Fargo' s infringing 
IVR system has not been manufactured or authorized in any manner by the 
Plaintiff, 
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34. As a legal consequence of Defendant's infringement, Plaintiff i s 
entitled to compensation for no less than a reasonable royalty, as well as pre- 
judgment interest and a preliminary and permanent injunction. In the event that the 
Court does not exercise its equitable discretion to award a permanent injunction, 
then Plaintiff is entitled to a judgment that includes a sum equal to the total 
projected value of a compulsory license for the life of the patent at a royalty ntte to 
be determined by a jury, discounted to present value, to compensate Plaintiff for 
future infringement 

35. The infringement of the 4 640 Patent has been willful in that Defendant 
is fully aware of Plaintiffs rights, yet has continued to use the infringing IVR 
system in violation of the patent laws without a good faith basis for believing it 
does not infringe or the patent is invalid. This intentional refusal to respect 
Plaintiffs patent rights constitutes willful infringement under 35 U.S.C. §§ 284 and 
285, thereby entitling Plaintiff to treble damages and attorneys* fees, 

VI. THIRD COUNT FOR INPRINGEMl^T 
Of UNITED STA TES PATENT NO, 7.O50.977 

36. Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 1 through 25, 

37. Plaintiff is the assignee of the U.S. Patent No. 7,050,977 ("the '977 
Patent"), attached hereto as Exhibit 3, entitled "Speeeh-Enabled Server tor internet 
Website and Method". Plaintiff owns and has standing and capacity to sue and 
recover damages for infringement under the '977 Patent 

38. Defendant has violated Plaintiffs patent rights by operating an IVR 
system covered by at least one claim of the '977 Patent, Wells Fargo' s infringing 
IVR system has not been manufactured or authorized in any manner by the 
Plaintiff. 
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39. As a legal consequence of Defendant's infringement* Plaintiff i s 
entitled to compensation for no less than a reasonable royalty, as well as pre- 
judgment interest and a preliminary and permanent injunction. In the event that the 
Court does not exercise its equitable discretion to award a permanent injunction, 
then Plaintiff is entitled to a judgment that includes a sum equal to the total 
projected value of a compulsory license for the life of the patent at a royalty rate to 
be determined by a jury, discounted to present value, to compensate Plaintiff for 
future infringement, 

40. The infringement of the '977 Patent has been willful in that Defendant 
is fully aware of Plaintiff's rights, yet has continued to use the infringing tVR 
system in violation of the patent laws without a good faith basts for believing it 
does not infringe or the patent is invalid. This intentional refusal to respect 
Plaintiffs patent rights constitutes willful Infringement under 35 U.S.C. §§ 284 and 
285, thereby entitling Plaintiff to treble damages and attorneys* fees. 

VIL FOURTH COUNT FOR INFBlNCTMBMI 
OF UNITED ST ATES PATENT NO* MUM* 

41. Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in 
paragraphs I through 25. 

42. Plaintiff is the assignee of the U.S. Patent No. 7,277,854 ("the «854 
Patent"), attached hereto as Exhibit 4, entitled "Speech Recognition System 
Interactive Agent". Plaintiff owns and has standing and capacity to sue and recover 
damages for infringement under the ' 854 Patent. 

43. Defendant has violated Plaintiff's patent rights by operating an TVR 
system covered by at least one claim of the 4 854 Patent. Wells Fargo' s infringing 
IVR system has not been manufactured or authorized in any manner by the 
Plaintiff. 
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44. As a legal consequence of Defendant's infringement, Plaintiff is 
entitled to compensation for no less than a reasonable royalty, as well as pre- 
judgment interest and a preliminary and permanent injunction, in the event that the 
Court does not exercise its equitable discretion to award a permanent injunction, 
then Plaintiff is entitled to a judgment that includes a sum equal to the total 
projected value of a compulsory license for the life of the patent at a royalty rate to 
be determined by a jury, discounted to present value, to compensate Plaintiff for 
future infringement. 

45. The infringement of the 4 854 Patent has been willful in that Defendant 
is fully aware of Plaintiffs rights, yet has continued to use the infringing IVR 
system in violation of the patent laws without a good faith basis for believing it 
does not infringe or the patent is invalid. This intentional refusal to respect 
Plaintiffs patent lights constitutes willful infringement under 35 U.S.C. §§ 284 and 
285, thereby entiling Maintiff to treble damages and attorneys* fees* 

vm twMANn wra mm TRIAL 

46. Plaintiff hereby exercises its right to a jury trial under the Seventh 
Amendment to the United States Constitution, and pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. Proc, 
Rule 38, demands a j ury trial in accordance therewith, 

IX. PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for: 

a. A preliminary injunction, barring Defendant and all of its agents, 
officers, attorneys, successors, and assigns from manufacturing, importing or using 
any system (or components thereof) that infringes upon the '846, the '640, the '977 
and the *854 Patents; 

b. A permanent injunction, barring Defendant and all of its agents, 
officers, successors and assigns from manufacturing, importing or using any system 
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(or components thereof) that infringes upon the 4 846\ the '640, the 4 977 and the 
'854 Patents; 

e. That Defendant be required to account to Plaintiff for alt savings and 
revenues realized by Defendant and any subsidiary and any partner company of 
Defendant from the use of IVR systems infringing die '846, the '640, the '977 and 
the '854 Patents; 

d. A judgment for compensatory damages, not less than reasonable 
royalty, suffered as a result of the patent infringement as well as prejudgment 
interest; 

e. A judgment including a sum equal to a the total projected value of a 
compulsory license for the life of the patents, discounted to present value, to 
compensate Plaintiff for future infringement in the event that a permanent 
injunction is not awarded; 

£ Treble damages and attorneys* fees pursuant to 35 US.C. §§ 284 and 
285 ter willful infiingeraent of the *846, the 5 640 } the W and the '854 Patents by 
Defendant; and, 

g. Any and all other relief that the Court deems proper. 

Respectfully submitted, 

TROJAN LAW OFFICES 
by 



Dated: February 6, 2008 

R. Joseph Trojan 
Attorney for Plaintiff, 
PHOENIX SOLUTIONS, INC. 
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.& VAN NEST, LLP 
DARALYNJ. DIME - #169825 
EUGENE M. PAIGE - #202849 
RYAN M KENT - #220441 
SANDEEP MURA -#244054 
710 Sansome Street 
San Francisco, CA 941 1 1-1704 
Telephone: (415)391-5400 
Facsimile: (415)397-7188 



Attorneys for Defendant 
WELLS FARGO & COMPANY 



UNTIED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
OAKLAND DIVISION 



PHOENIX SOLUTIONS, INC., a California 
corporation, 



Plaintiff 



v. 



WELLS FARGO & COMPANY, a Delaware 
corporation, 

Defendant 



Case No. CV 08 0863-SBA 

AMENDED ANSWER 
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 



Defendant Wells Fargo & Company C'WeDs Fargo") answers Phoenix Solutions, Inc. 's 
CPnoenk's^ complaint C'ConaslainO as follows: 

1. Wells Fargo admits mat the Ctonaplaint purports to recite an action for 
infringement under the patent laws of the United States. 

L THE PARTIES 

2. Wells Fargo denies that Phoenix is a corporation organized and existing under the 
laws of the State of California; WeHs Fargo lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a 
belief about die truth of the remainder of the allegations in this paragraph and, on mat basis, 

1 

AMENDED ANSWER; DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
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denies the remainder of die allegations in tins paragraph. 

3. Admitted. 

II FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

4. Wells Fargo lades knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the 
truth of the allegations in this paragraph ami, on that bam, denies the allegations in this 
paragraph. 

5. Wells Fargo lacks knowledge or information sufficient to foim a belief about the 
truth of the allegations in this paragraph and, on that bask, denies the allegations in this 
paragraph. 

6. Wells Fargo lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the 
truth of the allegations in this paragraph and, on that bask, die allegations in this 
paragraph. 

7. Denied. 

8. Wells Faigo lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the 
truth of the allegations in this paragraph and, cm that basis, denies the allegations in this 
paragraph. 

9. Wells Faxgo lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the 
truth of the allegations in this paragraph and, cm that basis, denies die allegations in this 



paragraph. 




10. 


Denied. 


11. 


Denied. 


12. 


Denied. 


13. 


Dented. 


14. 


Denied. 


15. 


Denied. 


16. 


Denied. 


17. 


Denied. 


18. 


Denied. 
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19. Denied. 

20. Denied. 

21. Denied. 

22. Wells Fargo admits that, on or about June 2. 2006, J. Nicholas Gross of the Trojan 
Law Offices sent a letter addressed to James Strother, purportedly on behalf of Phoenix, in which 
Mr. Gross stated that die "speech based electronic agent" that Mr. Gross apparently assumed was 
operated by Wells Fargo "is very likely covered one or more claims of the Phoenix portfolio in 
this area.'* Wells Fargo admits mat the letter hsted VS. Patent Nos. 6,633,846, 6,616,172, 
6,665,640, and 7,050,977 and a pending publication, Publication No. 2004/01 17189. Wells 
Fargo further admits mat the letter stated that "we request that you please review the enclosed 
materials, and let us know within 30 days if Wells Fargo is interested in securing a license to the 
above technologies." Wells Fargo admits mat, on or about June 27, 2006, Walter Linder pointed 
out in a letter to Mr. Gross that Mr. Gross had failed to identity any specific claims mat were 
infringed and had not provided any specific reasons why any such claims were infringed. Wells 
Fargo admits that, on or about June 29, 2006, Mr. Gross replied by letter to Mr. Linder that 
Wells Fargo may have overlooked a CO enclosed with die original letter. Wells Fargo admits 
mat, on or about October 18, 2007, R. Joseph Trojan, purportedly representing Phoenix, sent a 
letter to Mr. Linder stating, inter alia, "the only rational choice is for Wells Fargo to solicit more 
favorable treatment as a willing licensee than the terms it would receive as a defendant in 
litigation." The letter further demanded that Wefts Faigo "disclose its call volume for each of 
the past three years for its interactive natural language processing customer support lines." 
Wells Fargo denies the remainder of the allegations in this paragraph. 

HL JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

23. Has paragraph states no more than a legal conclusion to which no response is 
required. 

24. This paragraph steles no more than a legal conclusion to which no response is 
required 

25. This paragraph states no more than a legal conclusion to which no response is 
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required. 



IV. FIRST COUNT FOR INFRINGEMENT 
OF U NITED S T A T ES PATENT SO. 6MIM6 



26. Wells Fargo repeats and realleges its responses set forth in paragraphs 1-25 

above. 

27. Wells Fargo admits that what purports to be a copy of U.S. Patent No. 6,633,846 
C '846 patent") is attached to fee Complaint as Exhibit 1. Wells Fargo admits that the '846 
patent is entitled "Distributed Real Time Speech Recognition System." Wells Fargo lacks 
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the tram of the remainder of the 
allegations in this paragraph and, on that basis, denies the remainder of die allegations in this 
paragraph. 

28. Denied. 

29. Denied. 

30. Denied. 

V. SECOND COUNT FOR INFIQNGEMENT 
OF iMlkl) Sim& M1ENT NO, gggggjjj 

31. Wells Fargo repeats and realleges its responses set forth in paragraphs 1-25 

above. 

32. Wells Fargo admits mat what purports to be a copy of U.S. Patent No. 6,665,640 
C '640 patent") is attached to the Complaint as Exhibit 2. Wells Fargo admits mat the '640 
patent is entitled "Interactive Speech Based Learnmg/Training System Formulating Search 
Queries Based on Natural Language Parsing of Recognized User Queries." Wells Fargo lacks 
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the truth of the remainder of die 
allegations hi mis paragraph and, on that basis, denies the remainder of the allegations in this 
paragraph. 

33. Denied. 

34. Denied. 

35. Denied. 
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VL THIRD COUNT FOR INFRINGEMENT 
OF 13 



36. Wells Fargo repeats and realleges its responses set forth in paragraphs 1 - 25 

above. 

37. Wells Fargo admits that what purports to be a copy of U.S. Patent No. 7,050,977 
f '977 patent") is attached to die Complamt as Exhibit 3. Wells Fargo admits that the '977 
patent is entitled "Speech-Enabled Server for Internet Website and Method." Wells Fargo lacks 
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the truth of the remainder of the 

al legations in this paragraph and, on that basis, denies die remainder of the allegations in this 
paragraph. 

38. Denied. 

39. Denied. 

40. Denied. 

VTL FOURTH COUNT FOR INFRINGEMENT 



41 . Welk Faig o repeats and realleges its responses set forth in paragraphs 1 - 25 

above, 

42 . WeBs Fargo admits that what purports to be a copy of U.S. Patent No. 7,277,854 
C '854 patent") k attacked to tie Complaint as Exhibit 4. Wells Fargo admits that the 5 854 
patent is entitled ^Speech Recognition System Interactive Agent" Wells Faigo lacks knowledge 
or information sufficient to form a belief about die truth of the remainder of die allegations in 
this paragraph and, on that basis, denies the remainder of the allegations in this paragraph. 

43. Denied. 

44. Denied. 

45. Denied 

VBL DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 

46. This paragraph demands a jury trial, and accordingly no response is necessary for 
this paragraph. 
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DC PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

47. Wells Faxgo denies each allegation of the Complaint not expressly admitted 

herein. 

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 
FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

48. On information and belief, the '846 patent is invalid because it rails to enable a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to make and/or use the purported inventions claimed therein as 
required by 35 U.S.C. § 112. 

SECOND AFFTRMATTVE DEFENSE 

49. On information and belief the "846 patent is invalid because it fails to set form an 
adequate written description of the purported inventions claimed therein as required by 35 U.S.C. 
§111 

THIRD AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

50. On information and belief, the '846 patent is invalid because it mils to provide the 
best mode known to the putative inventors of practicing the purported inventions claimed therein 
m required by 35 U.S.C. § 1 11 

FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

51 . On information and belief the '846 patent is invalid because it fails to satisfy the 
defmiteness requirement of 35 U.S.C. § 1 12. 

FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

52 . On information and belief, the '846 patent is invalid because the purported 
inventions claimed therein aie antidptted by prior art under 35 U.S.C. § 102. 

SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

53. On information and belief, the '846 patent is invalid because the purported 
inventions claimed therein do not meet the requirement of non-obviousness contained in 35 
U.S.C. § 103. 

SEVENTH AFFDIMATTVE DEFENSE 

54. On information and belief, the '846 patent is invalid because it fails to set forth 
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the proper inventors of die purported inventions claimed in the patent 

EIGHTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

55. On information and belief; the '846 patent is not infringed by Wells Fargo 
because the claim constructions that would be required to find tnfringemeTit are barred by the 
doctrine of prosecution disclaimer and/or prosecution history estoppel 

NINTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

56. On information and belief; the '640 patent is invalid because it fails to enable a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to make and/or use the purported inventions claimed therein as 
required by 35 U.S.C. § 112. 

TENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

57. On information and belief; the '640 patent is invalid because it fails to set forth an 
adequate written description of the purported inventions claimed therein as required by 35 U.S.C. 
§112. 

ELEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

58. On information and belief; the '640 patent is invalid because it fails to provide the 
best mode known to the putative inventors of practicing the purported inventions claimed therein 
as required by 35 U.S.C. § 1 11 

TWELFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

59. On information and belief; the '640 patent is invalid because it fails to satisfy the 
defuriteness requirement of 35 U.S.C. § 112. 

THIRTEENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

60. On information and belief; the '640 patent is invalid because the purported 
inventions claimed merein are aimapated by prior art under 35 U.S.C. § 102. 

FOURTEENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

61. On information and belief; the '640 patent is invalid because the purported 
inventions claimed therein do not meet the requirement of non-obviousness contained in 35 
U.S.C. § 103. 
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FIFTEENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

62. On information and belief, the '640 patent is invalid because it fails to set forth 
the proper inventors of die purported inventions claimed in the patent 

SIXTEENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

63. OnmfonnationandbeKe£ 

because the claim constructions mat would be required to find inttingement are barred by the 
doctrine of prosecution disclaimer and/or prosecution history estoppel. 

SEVENTEENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

64. On information and belief, the '977 patent is invalid because it fails to enable a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to make and/or use the purported inventions claimed therein as 
requiredby35U5.C.§ni 

EIGHTEENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

65. On information and belief, the '977 patent is invalid because it tails to set form an 
adequate written description of the purported inventions claimed therein as required by 35 U.S.C. 
§112. 

NINETEENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

66. On information and belief, the '977 patent is invalid because it tails to provide the 
best mode known to tile putative inventors of practicing the purported inventions claimed therein 
as required by 35 U.S.C. § 112. 

TWENTIETH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

67. On information and belief, the '977 patent is invalid because it tails to satisfy the 
defimteness requirement of 35 U.S.C. § 112. 

TWENTY-FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

68. On information and belief, the '977 patent is invalid because the purported 
inventions claimed therein are anticipated by prior art under 35 U.S.C. § 102. 

TWENTY-SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

69. On information and belief, the '977 patent is invalid because the purported 
inventions claimed therein do not meet the requirement of non-obviousness contained in 35 
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TWENTY-THIRD AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

70. On information and belief, toe '977 patent is invalid because it tails to set forth 
the proper inventors of the purported inventions claimed in me patent 

TWENTY-F OURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

71. On information and belief, the "977 patent is not infringed by Wells Fargo 
because the claim constructions that would be required to find infringement are barred by the 
doctrine of prosecution disclaimer and/or prosecution history estoppel 

TWENTY-FD7TH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

72. On information and belief the '854 patent is invalid because it fails to enable a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to make and/or use the purported inventions claimed therein as 
required by 35 U.S.C. § 112. 

TWENTY-SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

73. On information and belief; the '8MpatentisinvalMbecmiseitMstosetforman 
adequate written description of the purported inventions claimed therein as required by 35 U.S.C. 
§ 112. 

TWENTY-SOTENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

74. On information and belief the '854 patent is invalid because it fails to provide the 
best mode known to the putative inventors of practicing the purported inventions claimed therein 
as required by 35 U.S.C. § 112. 

TWENTY-EIGHTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

75. On information and belief the '854 patent is invalid because it fails to Satisfy the 
defhuteness requirement of 35 U.S.C. § 112. 

TWENTY-NINTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

76. On information and belief the T 854 patent is invalid because the purported 
inventions daimed therein are anticipated by prior art under 35 U.S.C. § 102 . 

THIRTUETH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

77. On information and belief, the '854 patent is invalid because the purported 
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inventions claimed therein do not meet the requirement of non-obviousness contained in 35 
U.S.C. § 103. 

THIRTY-FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

78. On information and belief, the '854 patent is invalid because it fails to set form 
the proper inventors of me purported inventions claimed in the patent 

THIRTY-SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

79. On information and belief; the '854 patent is not infringed by WeUs Fargo 
because the claim constructions that would be required to find infringement are barred by the 
doctrine of prosecution disclaimer and/or prosecution history estoppel 

THIRTY-THIRD AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

80. On information and belief, one or more of Phoenix's claims are barred by the 
doctrine of laches. 

THIRTY-FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

81 . On information and belief. Phoenix's claims for damages are limited and/or 
barred by its failure to comply with me provisions of 35 U.S.C. § 287. 

THIRTY-FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

82. On information and belief. Phoenix' s claims for infringement of the '846 patent 
are barred in whole or in part by its failure to comply with the duty of candor before the United 
States Patent and Trademark Office ("USFIXT). Phoenix misrepresented or omitted material 
information in prosecuting the '846 patent The materiality of the information that was omitted 
is confirmed by the fact *hat, as explained further below, in each instance me reference in 
question was cited to Phoenix by a patent examiner overseeing me prosecution of a patent 
application seeking to claim related subject matter, and the reference was cited as a ground for 
rejecting the claims of mat pending application That demonstrates that a reasonable examiner 
would have likely considered the withheld information relevant in assessing the patentability of 
the claims here. Further, on information and belief, Phoenix withheld the information with the 
intent to deceive the USPTO. Phoenix's intent to deceive the USPTO can be inferred from the 
fact that it repeatedly failed to cite material prior art of which it was made aware during the 
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course of prosecuting related applications. Illustrative examples of such failures to disclose 
material prior art of which Wells Fargo is currently aware are discussed below. As a result of at 
least these omissions, the '846 patent is unenforceable due to inequitable conduct 

83. During the time that the '846 patent was pending before the USPTO, Phoenix was 
aware of US. Patent No. 5,615,296 to Stanford. Phoenix became aware of the Stanford patent 
no later than May of 2002, when the Examiner in the '640 patent prosecution mailed an Office 
Action rejecting me churns of the '640 patent, based in part on obviousness over the Stanford 
patent 

84. Well over three monms later, in September of 2002, Phoenix submitted a 
supplemental Information Disclosure Statement. That IDS contained no mention of the Stanford 
patent Days after that Phoenix submitted a set of amendments and arguments intended to 
overcome the Examiner's prior rejection of me claims of the '846 patent Still no mention was 
made of the Stanford patent, despite the fact mat Phoenix had attempted at length to distinguish 
the Stanford patent in the '640 patent prosecution. 

85. On March 12, 2003, the Examiner gave notice of allowance of all claims of the 
'846 patent. Phoenix still failed to disclose to the USPTO die Stanford patent a reference that 
may well have led the USPTO to withdraw its notice of allowance of the claims. 

86. The '846 patent reflects on its face mat the Stanford patent was never considered 
by the Examiner during its prosecution. Notably, the attorney prosecuting both the "846 patent 
and the '640 patent was the same: J, Nicholas Gross. By intentionally fa iling to submit this 
material reference, Phoenix committed inequitable conduct, and the ' 846 patent is unenforceable. 

87. Also during the time that the '846 patent was pending before the USPTO, Phoenix 
was aware of U.S. Patent No. 5,983,190 to Trower. Phoenix became aware of the Trower patent 
no later than May of 2002, when the Examiner in the '640 patent prosecution mailed an Office 
Action rejecting the claims of the '640 patent, based in part on obviousness over the Trower 
patent 

88. Well over three months later, in September of 2002, Phoenix submitted a 
supplemental Information Disclosure Statement That IDS contained no mention of the Trower 
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patent Days after that, Phoenix submitted a set of amendments and arguments intended to 
overcome the Examiner's prior rejection of me claims of the '846 patent Still no mention was 
made of the Trower patent 

89. On March 12, 2003, the Examiner gave nonce of allowance of all claims of the 
'846 patent. Phoenix still failed to disclose to the USPTO the Trower patent, a reference that 
may well have led the USPTO to withdraw its notice of allowance of the claims. 

90. The '846 patent reflects on its face mat the Trower patent was never considered 
by the Examiner during its prosecution. Notably, the attorney prosecuting both the '846 patent 
and the '640 patent was the same: J. Nicholas Gross. By intentionally failing to submit mis 
material reference, Phoenix committed inequitable conduct, and the '846 patent is unenforceable. 

THIRTY-SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

91. On information and belief, Phoenix's claims for infringement of the '640 patent 
are barred in whole or in part by its failure to comply with the duty of candor before the USPTO. 
Phoenix misrepresented or omitted material Monmtionmprosecutmg the '640 patent. The 
materiality of the information mat was omitted is confirmed by the fact that, as explained further 
below, in each instance the reference in question was cited to Phoenix by a patent examiner 
overseeing the prosecution of a patent application seeking to claim related subject matter, and the 
reference was cited as a ground for rejecting the claims of that pending application. That 
demonstrates that a reasonable examiner would have likely considered the withheld information 
relevant in assessing the patentability of the claims here. Further, on information and belief, 
Phoenix withheld the information with the intent to deceive the USPTO. Phoenix's intent to 
deceive the USPTO can be inferred from the fact that it repeatedly failed to cite material prior art 
of which it was made aware during the course of prosecuting related applications. Illustrative 
examples of such failures to disclose material prior art of which Wells Fargo is currently aware 
are discussed below. As a result of at least these omissions, the '640 patent is unenforceable due 
to inequitable conduct 

92. Dining the time that the '640 patent was pending before the USPTO, Phoenix was 
aware of U.S. Patent No. 5,737,485 to Flanagan. Phoenix became aware of the Flanagan patent 
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no later than September of 2001, when die Examiner in the '846 patent prosecution matted an 
Office Action rejecting the claims of the '846 patent, based in part on obviousness over the 
Flanagan patent 

93. A year later, in September of 2002, Phoenix submitted a set of amendments and 
responses to the USPTO's Office Action rejecting the claims of die '640 patent. Phoenix made 
no mention of the Flanagan patent at mat time. Shortly thereafter, Phoenix submitted another 
supplemental Information Disclosure Statement to the USPTO. Yet Phoenix again made no 
mention of the Flanagan patent. 

94. He '640 patent reflects on its face that the Flanagan patent was never considered 
by the Examiner during its prosecution. Notably, the attorney prosecuting bom the '640 patent 
and the '846 patent was the same: J. Nicholas Gross. By intentionally failing to submit this 
material reference, Phoenix committed ine<mitable conduct, and the '640 patent is unenforceable. 

95. During the time mat the '640 patent was pending before the USPTO, Phoenix was 
aware of U.S. Patent No. 5,265,014 to Haddock. Phoenix became aware of the Haddock patent 
no later than September of 2001, when me Examiner in the '846 patent prosecution mailed an 
Office Action rejecting the claims of the '846 patent, based in part on obviousness over the 
Haddock patent 

96. A year later, in September of 2002, Phoenix submitted a set of amendments and 
responses to the USPTO's Office Action rejecting the claims of me '640 patent Phoenix made 
no mention of the Haddock patent at that time. Shortly thereafter, Phoenix submitted another 
supplemental Information Disclosure Statement to the USPTO. Yet Phoenix again made no 
mention of the Haddock patent 

97. The '640 patent reflects on its face that the Haddock patent was never coisidered 
by the Examiner during its prosecution. Notably, the attorney prosecuting both die '640 patent 
and the '846 patent was the same: J. Nicholas Gross. By intentionally failing to submit this 
material reference, Phoenix committed ineqpiitable conduct, and the " 640 patent is unenforceable. 

98. During the time that the '640 patent was pending before the USPTO, Phoenix was 
aware of US. Patent No. 6,336,090 to Chou. Phoenix became aware of the Chou patent no later 
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than May of 2002, when foe Examiner in foe "846 patent prosecution mailed an Office Action 
rejecting the claims of the '846 patent, based in part on obviousness over the Ghou patent 

99. A few months later, in September of 2002, Phoenix submitted a set of 
amendments and responses to the USPTO's Office Action rejecting the claims of the '640 patent. 
Phoenix made no mention of the Chou patent at mat time. Shortly thereafter, Phoenix submitted 
another supplemental Information Disclosure Statement to the USPTO. Yet Phoenix again made 
no mention of the Chou patent 

100. The '640 patent reflects on its face that the Chou patent was never considered by 
the Examiner during its prosecution. Notably, the attorney prosecuting both the '640 patent and 
the '846 patent was the same: J. Nicholas Gross. By intentionally failing to submit this material 
reference, Phoenix committed inequitable conduct, and the '640 patent is unenforceable. 

TfflRTY^SEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

101. On information and belief, Phoenix's claims for infringement of the '977 patent 
are barred in whole or in part by its Mure to comply with the duty of candor before the USPTO. 
Phoenix misrepresented or omitted material information in prosecuting the : 977 patent The 
materiality of the information that was omitted is confiimed by foe fact that, as explained further 
below, in each instance the reference in question was cited to Phoenix by a patent examiner 
overseeing the prosecution of a patent application seeking to claim related subject matter, and the 
reference was cited as a ground for rejecting foe claims of that pending application. That 
demonstrates mat a reasonable examiner would have likely considered the withheld information 
relevant in assessing foe patentability of the claims here. Further, on information and belief, 
Phoenix withheld foe information with the intent to deceive foe USPTO. Phoenix's intent to 
deceive foe USPTO can be inferred from foe fact that it repeatedly railed to cite material prior art 
of which it was made aware during foe course of prosecuting related applications. Illustrative 
examples of such failures to disclose material prior art of which Wells Faigo is currently aware 
are discussed below. As a result of at least these omissions, foe '977 patent is unenforceable due 
to inequitable conduct 

102. During foe time that foe '977 patent was pending before foe USPTO, Phoenix was 
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aware of US. Patent No. 5,615,296 to Stanford Phoenix became aware of the Stanford patent 
no later man May of 2002, when the Examiner in the '640 patent prosecution mailed an Office 
Action rejecting the claims of the '640 patent, based in part on obviousness over the Stanford 
patent 

103. After May of 2002, Phoenix submitted no less man fweMonnation Disclosure 
Statements. Not one disclosed the Stanford patent Phoenix also twice amended its claims, but 
did not make any mention of the Stanford patent when doing so, despite the fact that Phoenix had 
attempted at length to distinguish the Stanford patent in the '640 patent prosecution. 

104. The '977 patent reflects on its face mat me Stanford patent was never considered 
by the Emniner during its prosecution. Notably, the attorney prosecuting bom the '977 patent 
and the '640 patent was the same: J. Nicholas Gross. By intentionally failing to submit this 
material reference, Phoenix committed inequitable conduct, and the '977 patent is unenforceable. 

105. During the time mat the '977 patent was pending before the USPTO, Phoemx was 
aware of IXS. Patent No. 5,737,485 to Flanagan. Phoenix became aware of the Flanagan patent 
no later than September of 2001, when the Examiner in me '846 patent prosecution mailed an 
Office Action rejecting the claims of the '846 patent, based in part on obviousness over die 
Flanagan patent 

106. After September of 2001, Phoenix submitted a half-dozen Information Disclosure 
Statements. Not one disclosed the Flanagan patent Phoenix also twice amended its claims, but 
did not make any mention of me Flanagan patent when doing so. 

107. The '977 patent reflects on its face that the Flanagan patent was never considered 
by the Examiner during its prosecution. Notably, the attorney prosecuting bom the *977 patent 
and the '846 patent was the same: J. Nicholas Gross. By intentionally faffi n g to submit this 
material reference, Phoenix committed inequitable conduct, and the '977 patent is unenforceable. 

108. During tiie time that the '977 patent was pending before die USPTO, Phoenix was 
aware of VS. Patent No. 5,265,014 to Haddock. Phoenix became aware of the Haddock patent 
no later than September of 2001 , when the Examiner in the '846 patent prosecution mailed an 
Office Action rejecting the claims of die '846 patent, based in part on obviousness over the 
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Haddock patent 

109. After September of 2001, Phoenix submitted a half-dozen Information Disclosure 
Statements. Not one disclosed the Haddock patent Phoenix also twice amended its claims, but 
did not make any mention of the Haddock patent when doing so. 

1 10. Hie '977 patent reflects on its face mat the Haddock patent was never considered 
by the Examiner daring its prosecution. Notably, the attorney prosecuting both the ' 977 patent 
and the '846 patent was the same: J. Nicholas Gross. By intentionally failing to submit this 
material reference Phoenix committed inequitable conduct, and the '977 patent is unenforceable. 

1 1 1. During the time that the '977 patent was pending before the USPTO, Phoenix was 
aware of U S. Patent No. 5,540,589 to Waters. Phoenix became aware of the Waters patent no 
later man September of 2001, when the Examiner in the '846 patent prosecution mailed an 
Office Action rejecting the claims of the '846 patent, based in part on obviousness over the 
Waters patent. 

1 12. After September of 2001, Phoenix submitted a half-dozen Infonnation Disclosure 
Statements. Not one disclosed me Waters patent. Phoenix also twice amended its claims, but 
did not make any mention of the Waters patent when doing so. 

1 13. The '977 patent reflects on its face that the Waters patent was never considered by 
the Examiner during its prosecution. Notably, the attorney prosecuting both the '977 patent and 
the '846 patent was the same: J. Nicholas Gross. By intentionally failing to submit this material 
reference, Phoenix committed inequitable conduct, and the '977 patent is unenforceable. 

1 14. During the time mat the '977 patent was pending before the USPTO, Phoenix was 
aware of UJS. Patent No. 6,336,090 to Chou. Phoenix became aware of the Chou patent no later 
than May of 2002, when the Examiner in the *846 patent prosecution mailed an Office Action 
rejecting the claims of the '846 patent, based in part on obviousness over the Chou patent 

115. After May of 2002, Phoenix submitted no less man five Information Disclosure 
Statements Not one disclosed me Chou patent. Phoenix also twice amended its claims, but did 
not make any mention of the Chou patent when doing so. 

116. The '977 patent reflects on its face that the Chou patent was never considered by 
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the Examiner during its prosecution. Notably, die attorney prosecuting both the '977 patent and 
the '846 patent was the same: I. Nicholas Gross. By intentionally failing to submit this material 
reference, Phoenix committed inequitable conduct, and the '977 patent is unenforceable. 

1 17. During the time mat me '977 patent was pending before me USPTO, Phoenix was 
aware of TXS. Patent No. 5,983,190 to Trower. Phoenix became aware of the Trower patent no 
later than May of 2002, when the Examiner in the '640 patent prosecution mailed an Office 
Action rej ecting the claims of the '640 patent, based in part on obviousness over the Trower 
patent 

118. After May of 2002, Phoenix submitted no less than five Information Disclosure 
Statements. Not one disclosed the Trower patent. Phoenix also twice amended its claims, but 
did not make any mention of me Trower patent when doing so. 

119. The '977 patent reflects on its face that the Trower patent was never considered 
by the Examiner during its prosecution. Notably, the attorney prosecuting both the '977 patent 
and the '640 patent was the same: J. Nicholas Gross. By intentionally failing to submit mis 
material reference, Phoenix conmntfed kequirable conduct, and the '977 patent is unenforceable. 

THIRTY-EIGHTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

120. On information and belief Phoenix's claims tor infringement of the '854 patent 
are barred in whole or in part by its failure to comply with the duty of candor before the USPTO. 
Phoenix misrepresented or omitted material information in prosecuting the : 854 patent The 
materiality of the information mat was omitted is confirmed by the feet that, as explained former 
below, in each instance the reference in question was cited to Phoenix by a patent examiner 
overseeing the prosecution of a patent application seeking to claim related subject matter, and the 
reference was cited as a ground for rejecting the claiira of thai pending application. That 
demonstrates that a reasonable examiner would haw likely considered the withheld inforaiation 
relevant in assessing the patentability of the claims here. Further^ on information and beMe£ 
Phoenix withheld the information with tie intent to deceive die USPTO. Phoenix's intent to 
deceive the USPTO can be inferred from the fact that it repeatedly failed to cite material prior art 
of which it was mack aware during the course of prosecuting related applications. Illustrative 
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examples of such failures to disclose material prior art of which Wells Fargo is currently aware 
are discussed below. As a result of at least these omissions, the '854 patent is unenforceable due 
to inequitable conduct 

121. During the time mat me '854 patent was pending before the USPTO, Phoenix was 
aware of U.S. Patent No. 5,983,190 to Trower. Phoenix became aware of me Trower patent no 
later man May of 2002, when the Examiner in the 640 patent prosecution mailed an Office 
Action rejecting the claims of me '640 patent, based in part on obviousness over the Trower 
patent 

122. Phoenix filed the continuation application mat matured into the '854 patent in 
January of 2005, nearly three years after it indisputably learned of the Trower patent At no time 
during me prosecution of the '854 patent did Phoenix disclose the Trower patent to the USPTO. 

123. The *854 patent reflects on its face mat the Trower patent wnas never considered 
by the Examiner during its prosecution. Notably, the attorney prosecuting both the '854 patent 
and me '640 patent was the same: J. Nicholas Gross. By intentionally failing to submit this 
material reference, Phoenix committed mequitable conduct, and the 1 854 patent is unenforceable. 

124. During me time that me '854 patent was pending before the USPTO, Phoenix was 
aware of US. Patent No. 6,101,472 to Giangarra. Phoenix became aware of the Giangana patent 
no later man August of 2004, when the Examiner in the *977 patent prosecution mailed an Office 
Action rejecting the claims of the '977 patent, based in part on obviousness over the Giangarra 
patent 

125. Phoenix filed the continuation application that matured into the T 854 patent in 
January of 2005, several months after it indisputably learned of the Giangana patent At no time 
during the prosecution of the '854 patent did Phoenix disclose the Giangana patent to the 
USPTO. 

126. The '854 patent reflects on its face that the Giangarra patent was never considered 
by the Examiner during its prosecution. Notably, the attorney prosecuting both the T 854 patent 
and the '977 patent was the same: J. Nicholas Gross. By intentionally tailing to submit this 
material reference, Phoenix committed inequitable conduct, and the 1 854 patent is unenforceable. 
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127. During the time mat me '854 patent was pending before the USFTO, Phoenix was 
aware of US. Patent No. 6330,530 to Horiguchi. Phoenix became aware of the Horiguchi 
patent no later man August of 2004, when the Examiner in the '977 patent prosecution mailed an 
Office Action rejecting the claims of the '977 patent, bared in part on obviousness over the 
Horiguchi patent. 

128. Phoenix filed the continuation application that matured into the '854 patent in 
January of 2005, several month? after it indisputably learned of the Horiguchi patent At no time 
during the prosecution of the '854 patent did Phoenix disclose the Horiguchi patent to the 
USPTO. 

129. The '854 patent reflects on its face mat the Horiguchi patent was never considered 
by the Examiner during its prosecution. Notably, the attorney prosecuting both the '854 patent 
and the '977 patent was the same: J. Nicholas Gross. By intentionally foiling to submit this 
material reference. Phoenix committed inequitable conduct, and the '854 patent is unenforceable. 

130. During the time mat the '854 patent was pending before die USPTO, Phoenix was 
aware of US. Patent No. 6,901,366 to Kuhn. Phoenix became aware of the Kuhn patent no later 
man June of 2005, when the Examiner in the : 977 patent prosecution mailed an Office Action 
rejecting the claims of me '977 patent, based in part on obviousness over die Kuhn patent. 

131. After June of 2005, Phoenix submitted several Information Disclosure 
Statements, and also amended the claims several times. At no time during the prosecution of the 
'854 patent did Phoenix disclose the Kuhn patent to the USPTO. 

132. The '854 patent reflects on its face that the Kuhn patent was never considered by 
the Examiner during its prorecution. Notably, die attorney prosecuting both the '854 patent and 
the '977 patent was die same: J. Nicholas Gross. By intentionally failing to submit this material 
reference, Phoenix committed inequitable conduct, and the '854 patent is unenforceable. 

THIRTY-NINTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

133. On information and belief, the " 846 patent is invalid under the doctrine barring 
double patenting and/or obviousness-type double patenting. 
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FORTIETH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

134. On inforaiation and belief, the '640 patent is invalid under die doctrine baning 
double patenting and/or obviousness-type double patenting. 

FORTY-FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

135. On information and belief, the '977 patent is invalid under the doctrine barring 
double patenting and/or obviousness-type double patenting. 

FORTY-SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

136. On information and belief, the '854 patent is invalid under die doctrine barring 
double patenting and/or obviousness-type double patenting. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
WHEREFORE, Wells Fargo prays for judgment as follows: 

(a) That Phoenix take nothing by its Complaint and the Court dismiss its Complaint with 
prejudice; 

(b) That die Court find mat no claim of the '846 patent has been, or is, infringed wiHfulry, 
deliberately, or otherwise by Wells Fargo; 

(c) That tihe Court fond that no claim of the '640 patent has been, or is, infringed wfllfolly, 
deliberately, or otherwise by Wells Fargo; 

(d) That the Court find that no claim of the '977 patent has been, or is, infringed willfully, 
deliberately, or otherwise by Wells Fargo; 

(e) That die Court find that no claim of the '854 patent has been, or is, infringed wfllfiilly, 
deliberately, or otherwise by Wells Fargo; 

(f) That the Court find drat the claims of the '846 patent are invalid; 

(g) That the Court find drat die claims of the '640 patent are invalid; 

(h) That die Court find that die claims of die '977 patent are invalid; 
(0 That the Court find (hat die claims of the '854 patent are invalid; 

(j) That die Court find that die '846 patent is unenforceable because of inequitable 
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conduct committed during its prosecution; 

0c) That the Court find mat the '640 patent is unenforceable because of inequitable 
conduct committed during its prosecution; 

0) That the Court find mat the '977 patent is unenforceable because of inequitable 
conduct committed during its prosecution; 

(m) That the Court find that die *854 patent is unenforceable because of inequitable 
conduct committed during its prosecution; 

(n) That the Court award Wells Fargo reasonable attorneys 1 fees under 35 U.S.C. § 285; 

(o) That die Court award Wells Fargo all costs and expenses it incurs in this action; 

(p) That die Court award Wells Fargo such other and further relief that it deems just and 



proper. 



DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 



Wells Fargo hereby demands a trial by jury of all issues so friable in this action 



Dated: March 24, 2008 



KEKER & VAN NEST, LLP 



By: 



/s/ Eugene M. Paige 




COMPANY 
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R. Joseph Trojan CA Bar No. 137,067 
trojan@trojanlawoffices.corn 
TROJAN LAW OFFICES 
9250 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 325 
Beverly Hills, CA 90212 
Telephone: 310-777-8399 
Facsimile: 310-777-8348 

Attorneys for Plaintiff, 
PHOENIX SOLUTIONS, INC. 



ORIGINAL 




UNITED STATES DISTRICT CI 



CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 



PHOENIX SOLUTIONS, INC., a 
California corporation, 

Plaintiff; 

v. 

THE DIRECTV GROUP* INC, a 
Delaware corporation. 

Defendant 
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AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR 
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U.S. PATENT NOS. 6,615,172, 
7,139,714, 7,050,977, AND 7,225,125 
UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 271 AND 
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
PURSUANT TO FED. R. CIV. 
PROC, RULE 38 



// 

// 
// 
// 
// 
// 
// 
// 
// 

AM ENDED COMPLAINT - 1 - 



1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
S 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 



se2:08-cv-00984cMRP-SS Document 3 Filed 02/14/2008 Page 2 of 50 

Plaintiff, PHOENIX SOLUTIONS, INC. (hereinafter "Plaintiff" or 
"Phoenix"), hereby complains against Defendant, THE DIRECTV GROUP, INC. 
(hereinafter "Defendant" or "Directv"), as follows: 

1. This is a civil action for patent infringement arising under the patent 
laws of the United States, 35 U.S.C. § 271 et seq. 

I* THE PARTIES 

2. Plaintiff is a corporation organised and existing under the laws of the 
State of California, with a place of business at 634 Georgia Avenue, Palo Alto, 
California, 94306. 

3. Upon information and belief, Defendant is a corporation organized and 
existing under the laws of the State of Delaware with a place of business at 2230 
East Imperial Highway, El Segundo, California, 90245. 

II. FACTPAtr BACKGRfiUNJi 

4. Plaintiff is the owner by assignment of U.S. Patent Nos. 6,615,172, 
7,139,714, 7,050,977 and 7,225,125 (hereinafter "Patents in Suit") directed to 
"speech recognition software". 

5. Plaintiff Phoenix developed the next generation of speech recognition 
systems that give users the ability to have a verbal conversation with a computer 
about a subject on which the computer has been programmed to process and 
generate intelligent responses. One of the first applications of this new technology 
was its use in telephone customer service lines where the customer calls a computer 
and a "virtual customer service agent" answers the line and interacts with a caller 
using "natural speech" akin to a live person. 

6. Phoenix encompasses the life work of a pioneer in the field of 
computer-based speech recognition, Dr. Ian Bennett Originally from Jamaica, Dr. 
Bennett graduated with honors from the University of British Columbia and went 
on to receive his Master's and Doctorate degrees in electrical engineering from 
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Stanford University. While at Stanford, Dr. Bennett developed the first practical 
analog processor for speech compression. After graduation he held technical 
engineering positions with several high technology companies and contributed to 
device and product development. As a consultant to the Variable Speech Corp. of 
Tokyo, Japan, he contributed to the development of an analog speech compression 
VLSI speech processor used for audio compression in consumer speech recorders. 
In 1994, Dr. Bennett began the development of a natural language query system 
(NLQS). Subsequently, he founded Phoenix Solutions, where he guided the 
development of algorithms for statistics- and semantics-based signal processing of 
speech that allow a computer to take in natural speech questions and return answers 
that also sound like natural speech. Dr. Bennett developed various applications for 
Ms technology, including interactive conversational systems and interactive guides, 
intelligent tutoring systems and form-filling systems. Dr. Bennett is currently at the 
National Science Foundation serving as a Program Director within the Directorate 
of Engineering, Division of Industrial Innovation & Partnerships. 

7. Defendant Direcrv is a provider of digital television entertainment 
services. Upon information and belief, in connection with its services, Defendant 
(and/or others on its behalf) established and operates a website and a number of 
customer support lines, including movie and/or event ordering lines and installer 
activation lines, that employ a natural language interactive voice response (IVR) 
system that includes a virtual agent (hereinafter interchangeably referred to as "IVR 
system"). Both the website and the IVR system access some of the same data 
located on a common server. 

8. The Plaintiffs natural language IVR system is superior to 
conventional touch-tone systems because the caller can simply talk to the system 
using natural language. In contrast, touch-tone IVR systems require the caller to 
select from a series of choices using a more limited telephone keypad. IVR touch 
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tone systems are also less efficient since they require callers to listen to an entire 
menu of choices and wade through a series of menus before providing a response to 
the caller. Consumers hang up at a greater rate in frustration when they become 
lost in the maze of menus. 

9. The alternative to touch tone menu systems is to employ live 
operators. When compared to live operators, the Plaintiff's IVR system is much 
more cost effective. Based upon industry data, it is estimated that Defendant's use \ 
of its current IVR system allows it to save approximately $9.2 million annually 
compared with its previous touch-tone system. 

10. Upon information and belief, Defendant does not host its own system, 
meaning that many (or all) of the physical components used to implement the IVR 
system are located at a third party site. Defendant nonetheless provides 
specifications and data to such third party to configure and customize the IVR 
system for Defendant's use, and customers' needs. Further upon information and 
belief, the third party operates part or all of such IVR system on Defendant's behalf 
based on a contractual obligation to Defendant Upon information and belief, 
Defendant's IVR system uses a combination of telephony hardware and computer 
server hardware mat is specifically adapted by Defendant (and/or others on its 
behalf) to respond to spoken questions from callers concerning the Defendant's 
business. Such hardware uses supporting software that includes speech recognition 
and natural language engines used to understand the spoken questions from callers. 

11. Upon information and belief, the speech recognition engine used by 
Defendant is distributed, so that some of the speech-processing operations for 
understanding callers are performed on a client computing system (such as 
telephony platform or other hardware) while other speech processing operations are 
performed on a separate server computing system. Upon information and belief. 
Defendant (and/or others on its behalf) configures such computing systems to 

AMENDED COMPLAINT -4- 



I 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 

n 



®e2:08-cv-00984cMRP^S Document 3 Filed 02/142008 Page 5 of 50 

customize what speech processing operations will take place on such respective 
hardware systems to maximize certain characteristics of the system, and to regulate 
how speech data from the callers is transferred between such systems. 

12. When customers/installers place calls to Defendant's IVR system, they 
can speak in a conversational style as if they were speaking to a real person. 
Defendant's interactive virtual agent responds to the caller's inquiries in real-time 
by providing responses in natural speech. The virtual agent has been taught natural 
language dialogues based on information concerning Defendant's products 
provided by the Defendant and incorporated into the software. In this manner, the 
virtual agent can understand inquiries posed by customers concerning Defendant's 
products, and give relevant responses. 

13. Defendant's IVR system uses a speech recognition engine to break 
down the customer's/installer's questions into specific words understood by the 
IVR system. For example, the speech recognition engine could determine that the 
user has stated the name of a movie when the user uses the ''Pay Per View** movie 
and event ordering process. Defendant controls precisely what specific words its 
1V1 system will understand as part of its vocabulary by configuring (and/or having 
others configure on its behalf) certain aspects of such client computing system 
and/or server computing system. 

14. Defendant's IVR system employs a natural language engine to 
understand the meaning of the specific words spoken by its customers. The IVR 
system, by understanding the meaning and context of specific words, may 
determine that the customer is asking about a service related matter. Defendant 
controls precisely what interpretation the IVR system should give to various words 
spoken by its customers/installers by configuring (and/or having others configure 
on its behalf) certain aspects of the client computing system and/or server 
computing system. 
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15. Based on determining the most likely meaning of the 
customer's/installer's statement, the interactive virtual agent has a specific 
response. The answer may take the form of an audible response from the agent, 
sending an activation signal to the customer's Dircctv system, or it may take the 
form of the IVR system routing the caller to a live person working within the 
appropriate department (such as the service department). In all instances, 
Defendant alone controls precisely what responses and actions virtual agent takes, 
and has configured (and/or has had others configure on its behalf) certain aspects of 
such client computing system and/or server computing system to provide such 
desired responses or actions. 

16. Upon information and belief, Defendant also configured and controlled 
(and/or has had others configure and/or control on its behalf) other aspects of the 
virtual agent's overall behavior, including among other things, the gender, apparent 
age, speech rate, prosody, style and rate of response. These parameters are selected 
and controlled by Defendant to increase customer satisfaction with the customer 
support line. 

17. Upon information and belief, Defendant (and/or others on its behalf) 
designed, customized and selected the personality exhibited by the virtual agent as 
well. This electronic persona was specifically selected to be appealing and 
attractive to Defendant's customers and to maximize utilization of the IVR system 
by such customers. 

18. Upon information and belief, the information used by Defendant's 
IVR system (including eg., the grammar used, specific questions to which it can 
respond, the interpretation of questions, and the answers to be given to customers) 
were derived by Defendant (and/or others on its behalf) from collecting and 
studying data from actual calls made to Defendant's customer support line. Based 
on mis. Plaintiff believes that Defendant (and/or others on its behalf) has trained the 
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FVR system with Defendant's call center data that is unique to Defendant's 
business. As a result, the IVR system is tailored to respond with appropriate 
answers to questions posed by Defendant's customer base. 

19. Accordingly, Defendant's IVR system has been customized with 
customer content data that is not available from a third party. This Defendant- 
specific content data is critically important to the behavior and operation of 
Defendant's IVR system, since without it the IVR system would not know what 
words to reeogni2e from a caller's utterance, how to determine the meaning of such 
words, and/or what answer to give to the caller as a response. 

20. Defendant's IVR system, as noted above, is a combination of 
components, including at least some hardware, software and content which it 
obtained from third parties (third party components). Nonetheless, and on 
information and belief, Defendant is responsible for and has caused such third party 
components to be combined, adapted and configured (including with such 
Defendant-specific content) in accordance with specific performance, content 
requirements and scenarios of the Defendant's customer/installer support 
operations. 

21. Consequently, and on further information and belief, the current 
structure and operation of Defendant's IVR system is a result of content 
contributions, performance specifications and operational specifications provided 
by Defendant and configuration/modification of third party components made by 
Defendant (and/or others on its behalf). Such third party components - as currently 
available from such third parties ~ by themselves would not be sufficient to 
implement Defendant's IVR system without Defendant's cooperation, contributions 
and actions, including Defendant's provision of the Defendant-specific content 
data. 
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22. On or about Februaiy 20, 2007, Plaintiff sent a letter to Defendant, 
stating that the FVR system is covered by one or more claims of the Patents in Suit. 
In that letter, Plaintiff included a number of supporting materials to explain its 
position on the Patents, and further extended an offer to license the Patents in Suit 
to Defendant. Despite almost a year of efforts and requests by Plaintiff in attempt 
to resolve the matter. Defendant has refused to meet or respond in good faith to 
Plaintiff's contentions that Defendant needs a license to the aforementioned 
Phoenix Patents. Defendant's continued delay in responding in any meaningful 
way to Plaintiffs licensing offer or to the charge of infringement necessitated the 
filing of this action. 

m. .nmispiCTON &mM2Bm 

23. This Court has original subject matter jurisdiction over Plaintiff s 
patent infringement claim pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1338(a), 

24. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant because 
Defendant's corporate headquarters are located in 0 Scgundo, CA. 

25. Venue properly lies in the Central District of California pursuant to 28 
U.S.C §1391 and §1400, because the acts complained of herein have been 
committed and are being committed in this Judicial District and Defendant is 
subject to personal jurisdiction within the District. 

IV, FIRST COUNT FOR INFRINGEMENT 
OF UNITED STAT ES PATENT NO. 6MSJ71 

26. Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 1 through 25. 

27. Plaintiff is the assignee of the U.S. Patent No. 6,615,172 ("the '172 
Patent"), attached hereto as Exhibit i, entitled "Intelligent Query Engine For 
Processing Voice Based Queries". Plaintiff owns and has standing and capacity to 
sue and recover damages for infringement under the * 172 Patent 
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28. Defendant has violated Plaintiffs patent rights by operating (and/or 
directing and causing third parties to operate) an IVR system covered by at least 
one claim of the *172 Patent. Directv's infringing IVR system has not been 
manufactured or authorized in any manner by the Plaintiff. 

29. As a legal consequence of Defendant's infringement. Plaintiff is 
entitled to compensation for no less than a reasonable royalty, as well as pre- 
judgment interest and a preliminary and permanent injunction. In the event that the 
Court does not exercise its equitable discretion to award a permanent injunction, 
then Plaintiff is entitled to a judgment that includes a sum equal to the total 
projected value of a compulsory license for the life of the patent at a royalty rate to 
be determined by a jury, discounted to present value, to compensate Plaintiff for 
future infringement 

30. The infringement of the ' 172 Patent has been willful in that Defendant 
is fully aware of Plaintiffs tights, yet has continued to use the infringing IVR 
system in violation of the patent laws without a good faith basis for believing it 
does not infringe or the patent is invalid. This intentional refusal to respect 
Plaintiffs patent rights constitutes willful infringement under 35 U.S.C. §§ 284 and 
285, thereby entitling Plaintiff to treble damages and attorneys* fees. 

V. SECOND COUNT FOR INFRINGEMENT OF 
UNITED STATES PATENT NO. 7.139.714 

31. Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 1 through 25. 

32. Plaintiff is the assignee of the U.S. Patent No. 7,139,714 ("the '714 
Patent"), attached hereto as Exhibit 2, entitled "Adjustable Resource Based Speech 
Recognition System". Plaintiff owns and has standing and capacity to sue and 
recover damages for infringement under the '714 Patent 
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33. Defendant has violated Plaintiffs patent rights by operating (and/or 
directing and causing third parties to operate) an IVR system covered by at least 
one claim of the '714 Patent. Directv's infringing IVR system has not been 
manufactured or authorized in any manner by the Plaintiff. 

34. As a legal consequence of Defendant's infringement, Plaintiff is 
entitled to compensation for no less than a reasonable royalty, as well as pre- 
judgment interest and a preliminary and permanent injunction. In the event that the 
Court does not exercise its equitable discretion to award a permanent injunction, 
then Plaintiff is entitled to a judgment that includes a sum equal to the total 
projected value of a compulsory license for the life of the patent at a royalty rate to 
be determined by a jury, discounted to present value, to compensate Plaintiff for 
future infringement. 

35. The infringement of the '714 Patent has been willful in that Defendant 
is fully aware of Plaintiffs rights, yet has continued to use the infringing IVR 
system in violation of the patent laws without a good faith basis for believing it 
does not infringe or the patent is invalid. This intentional refusal to respect 
Plaintiffs patent rights constitutes willful infringement under 35 U.S.C. §§ 284 and 
285, thereby entitling Plaintiff to treble damages and attorneys' fees. 

VI. THIRD COUNT FOR INFRINGEMENT 
OF UNITED ST ATES PATENT NO. 7.050.977 

36. Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in 
paragraphs I through 25. 

37. Plaintiff is the assignee of the US. Patent No. 7,050,977 ("the '977 
Patent"), attached hereto as Exhibit 3, entitled "Speech-Enabled Server For Internet 
Website and Method". Plaintiff owns and has standing and capacity to sue and 
recover damages for infringement under the '977 Patent. 
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38. Defendant has violated Plaintiffs patent rights by operating (and/or 
directing and causing third parties to operate) an IVR system covered by at least 
one claim of die '977 Patent Directv's infringing IVR system has not been 
manufactured or authorized in any manner by the Plaintiff. 

39. As a legal consequence of Defendant's infringement* Plaintiff is 
entitled to compensation for no less than a reasonable royalty, as well as pre- 
judgment interest and a preliminary and permanent injunction. In the event that the 
Court does not exercise its equitable discretion to award a permanent injunction, 
then Plaintiff is entitled to a judgment that includes a sum equal to the total 
projected value of a compulsory license for the life of the patent at a royalty rate to 
be determined by a jury, discounted to present value, to compensate Plaintiff for 
future infringement 

40. The infringement of the '977 Patent has been willful in that Defendant 
is fully aware of Plaintiff s rights, yet has continued to use the infringing IVR 
system in violation of the patent laws without a good faith basis for believing it 
does not infringe or the patent is invalid. This intentional refusal to respect 
Plaintiffs patent rights constitutes willful infringement under 35 U.5.C. §§ 284 and 
285, thereby entitling Plaintiff to treble damages and attorneys* fees. 

VII. FOURTH COUNT FQR INFRINGEMENT 
OF UNITED STATES PATENT NO, 7.225.I2S 

41. Haintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 1 through 25. 

42. Plaintiff is the assignee of the U.S. Patent No. 7,225,125 ("the '125 
Patent"), attached hereto as Exhibit 4, entitled "Speech Recognition System Trained 
With Regional Speech Characteristics". Plaintiff owns and has standing and 
capacity to sue and recover damages for infringement under the 4 125 Patent 

43. Defendant has violated Plaintiffs patent rights by operating (and/or 
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directing and causing third parties to operate) an IVR system covered by at least 
one claim of the '125 Patent. Directv's infringing IVR system has not been 
manufactured or authorized in any manner by the Plaintiff. 

44. As a legal consequence of Defendant's infringement. Plaintiff is 
entitled to compensation for no less than a reasonable royalty, as well as pre- 
judgment interest and a preliminary and permanent injunction. In the event that the 
Court does not exercise its equitable discretion to award a permanent injunction, 
then Plaintiff is entitled to a judgment that includes a sum equal to the total 
projected value of a compulsory license for the life of the patent at a royalty rate to 
be determined by a jury, discounted to present value, to compensate Plaintiff for 
future infringement. 

45. The infringement of the 4 125 Patent has been willful in that Defendant 
is fully aware of Plaintiffs rights, yet has continued to use the infringing IVR 
system in violation of the patent laws without a good faith basis for believing it 
does not infringe or the patent is invalid. This intentional refusal to respect 
Plaintiffs patent rights constitutes willful infringement under 35 U.S.C. §§ 284 and 
285, thereby entitling Plaintiff to treble damages and attorneys* fees. 

V11L DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 

46. Plaintiff hereby exercises its right to a jury trial under the Seventh 
Amendment to the United States Constitution, and pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. Proc., 
Rule 38, demands a jury trial in accordance therewith. 

IX. 3BSBA3QEJBL )E)QR 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for: 

a. A preliminary injunction, barring Defendant and all of its agents, 
officers, attorneys, successors, and assigns from manufacturing, importing or using 
any system (or components thereof) that infringes upon the '172, *714, '977, and 
the '125 Patents; 
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b. A permanent injunction* barring Defendant and all of its agents, 
officers, successors and assigns from manufacturing, importing or using any system 
(or components thereof) that infringes upon the '172, '714, '977, and the '125 
Patents; 

c. That Defendant be required to account to Plaintiff for all savings and 
revenues realized by Defendant and any subsidiary and any partner company of 
Defendant from the use of IVR systems infringing the '172, '714, '977, and the 
«!25 Patents; 

d. A judgment for compensatory damages, not less than reasonable 
royalty, suffered as a result of the patent infringement as well as prejudgment 
interest, and a sum equal to a the total projected value of a compulsory license for 
the life of the patents, discounted to present value, to compensate Plaintiff for 
future infringement in the event mat a permanent injunction is not awarded. Total 
compensatory damages for past, present and future infringement of not less than 
$42.5 million; 

e. Treble damages and attorneys' fees pursuant to 35 U.S.C. §§ 284 and 
285 for willful infringement of the '172, '714, '977, and the '125 Patents by 
Defendant; and, 

f. Any and all other relief that the Court deems proper. 

Respectfully submitted, 
TROJAN LAW OFFICES 



Dated: February 14, 2008 




R. Joseph Trojan 
Attorney for Plaintiff, 
PHOENIX SOLUTIONS, INC. 
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mocmma voice based qvtmu * «r«t«s tb.i cr vafce^d *>*emt *ai 

lactase the universe of p&vsm *€bag 50 Cf$*£e to 

RELATED AFPUCATIOHS e-eaaasatae, e-ktroix^ ttc> lb dtto, l»*wr ( titers an* 

5 very &w *ysfttr»» # wairii ptrsii litis t>?e of 
Tbt pre$col apattaatiaa a itiiled a> tba fof iaarnclico, *ao\ IT tbey d», h U vcay limited. far t 

«to itso filed comtrapowoc^iily taswllb: variata cemmtmai programs add by IBM (VIAVOICB**) 

t) Set, N* <ftM»M4$ eatilkiel Dislr&sSoJ Be*? *fim a**dKttf^d^ 

Sp*a Rtes&&&m $m** iufcafacc (opcaia$. do^og dfet) tad acuc&ag (by ajta& 

irmiAg j>>*eai taantete allium* and wiite ilu* *0fc* tr**a. 

J) Srr. Kt* WCMUtt eaJti!»d toko* Jfcm* «b ^ f^ {t2l ^ ^ M & k^n,^ vsivo btsad Hnv 

Supped Car Eted ta^rMy tbntlUy ft ft& imHltNeT coisext caa bo seen as VS. Pit 

Iba above ut fca&pu*attd % refcrcaee besaia. S3I9#20 k«fcf|KMf**id fey itfereacc feareia. 

FIELD THSt INVEN JiOM ^ fc fffisgB|B ^ a^ft<S*» are rciw offeifeg 

la* iroatfoa relates la t iyjtfrm tad m ism**®** iiMaKpipe^ 

fotlMd b» auiyfc tad tccwitory prci;c*Ung S[?*«S> gse« ©jieralaf uataart for s*eb cftarfe W&B* iM$ ft «jy 
fie*, the system b ratfcaiiftifr artpfefcfc to LNfflEaNeT t^fiaugecus per t£a mvmm rosaltcaad abave) j| ti ilsa 

^iaw fir ^«*it£^ OKmmrnm, emm** 20 f^ly^^J^^^^? «iiF«oc»«il 

ioTital^ ssu^atow »s«l^i <hii emuUits &f*{ J»U inut ^ to<& w*^ ttmts tee fe$^asci or 

ffirkfe dti^b^ if a is ^scaUjblo^ cc „ m «i to «W« Ip 

Tb« lOTERKETj. ins! ^^«ka*lai, tie Wbd4*Wjii m> Umdk mmcttim$ iscim! cf user IraEc wiiti Enlt iT*fy 

(WWW), *>• e^vifl^ psjralinty ool ^ pci^ivcd <3cU> or lAyibks by d p<oij>2ctivt us«. 

cwj;ccioS 10 uMmin^. 1M& p&cnogsc&^r b tlflwn, in ^ tec^itd^y |«|$u!ir o^iba fee may mdsals, it b jctcri* 

pcxnpao tad tbf. iviilabitity <?f <M fMTER- firam rtiare Ooa aae pztszr* at a eb>!. Ivc^ te^ jaurh 

9$pi^a$ tfevta ^ad h!f» sp««d «ct»»i i«&afep££ m& u Umtj te^iiie af otto kunjctar dme coas^rtmi^ fa dife> 

AUSI ^ <a^t modecs, MteUito t^d^aiv isod tixc m& t m> |$ banrcver^ law is m ?ntik*\ wty Kit ^ osmf ii^t 

QK^pdi^ it fw$w iaacknta s%aa9 t*»fif at ^ WWW. ' * buini^^ g^aste mi m ^a dliJb^ sftar tb» 

A*;«cnMii^>*. u b expected 8*iJ cbc otm^if af tc±lt* ttimb% Kssten U imh cr ~itmi \Ik vvcyzzoc of tbt 

o^ria^ EWivkw^ etc., over tie WWW wiD imtn«tVT n> ^r^mUy a^m^actt^rk^. 

toa»ia dnmukaiiy ov«r tfe» ^fcask UkadH aw, Omwmbr, i^Gfe^t «^e«t 6f etssmiit^ a Utm&Mike 

btmvtt, lb« 1NTC8NET ~cxp:fiiace~ for ttsens to H?cc <0 dt«^ la^olvas tat w af cnl fwdbict £a olatf wcudsv 

liirs»?£«l axal>' to Boe vsi^ b*»wJ i37«^yjj.ai <3trvtics # <?Jet cw^y pemrsa pjeta ^ f«£t»« iM iutetxmttei in 

4* Jkj^h^s £s£e!%eai ekt^aak f ad^ osc^ «&di&& to&. Whiia i lara of tfefc ^tascb^Uty is used hf 

pfaiim, aiaaiim esc IMs jtssfct$s we«^it of a bafi^j* msoh wc^siic* fe> cmatatiak%lc M«rai»i«so fa vitiiu«s, it U 

nock for &tef iDftliig ovai : the WWW fsr a vssrkty tm eada«s«d la a ^al4kat» ineertctlw ^as^«doa*»as»w 

i^aH^tia^ kiscl itoto lau^t «ac^ attsnlfy tad iu* Yet iaa&ar nea tbu «cald beatii team sketch bu<c 

tally la % voka4j^ ajwoatocol. Fcr tttitiaw:^ mm taturactBoo io«^<* *o-a»JJ3fed •^eeaafiftr ea^aes u«aJ ^ 

jc-^k f^ppicg fcx tadb rccon)«i0 vt/y accolarufck tNTEHKET i^em to Jcctta Mormiim of iat£»it a) v<t 

wxh j».kbg i live s«!cj ckrtc io a f«crcJ «t:w t«f trfatov ifeca, ict^ as tbt time iviWc «1 YAllOO^wa* 

Han ca lit^ss by a ptarticalar site, «tee Jtey eta ba ftmad MCTA€RAWIiMua«m ^tO fc ll# 4 ®cai, etc. 1t»e$a t»sU 

is ibf itam, m* WbUa b ts o^ta passd^e bi *m1 f trail tbt t*#r bi lerm * H**£b y ei^r o&ml»- 

ttarefc oa aaa't o^ts to laott ittm* af iratresj; i Is unuSy mkm af key^ants or mtwemfpek* » «etrdi ihrcu^ a 

^drkr asl »ur«s tfttckat «> gpi semt 0ert» aC bam^a w«b^iga <^Ufeaw ^jl^sieg it^t ^dBcttt a$$aa»tcd 

^^inct <ind, v&h lew cicayt-Do^ tbii lea^ui far caa ct atetr d^a:t Af:er ^roct^sia^ The uj^i** 

£&&tac« b prtsxcicH b ifea fena of a ortl qsery. to iet|a£^tt^&revtba^a^«^^trec^i^ 
9dHti&a» owa^ ptc^oas cuaiat t» aat, bt**asa af wbkb «wi«^«g4. g^*lly> ta URL paint*** ^ad t^ti 

efcysksi ce jisycbabsp£%l birtaa^ttsa toy dibs tfarenta* e>^erpu (ram De wtO pt&e* tJbaj rc^weat tbe cteut mu<& 

teuS aeoveatleflfeJ liO devk^s. 3%t cictainJf * aiajr madf by sutb «aiteb c^at far tbt user ^usry 

|tt«a£a eiaast ets^y cc3;J tbc c«xi ^roasted oo WWW b^sad aa tte iatreb araae&smg ir^Sc ux^3 by seircn et^ae- 

«e tusAmm^ tht liycui'citrtrcby al cota^ at « 1T« siruccar* aad cpcnJ^oo of suet prior ar,«t?cae^sjrei, 

^a^ytlm a raaasa to »*k* isady t^rdia^ded aaavemaasi mttudb'o£ tbt «^ebta»sa> by ^l£eb ibey b^alld tbr ^eb pigt 

ta indkae tbaar adactkc^, bt>uy atbers ire ttnnnditod by dtobt^ aad a^se tib aetrtb carry, are wtil tcaovo la ibt 

Ibe lodb.aad aom^fexity ctf cctapotw v&tom* WWW art lb &it, -tppU^d b «a#wtr< &C toy aus& ^tirUa tt^at 

eu^ tad tbtreSttsa <b atrt entd^ 10 anliat larvto fcr that caa ea$*ly tod itlU^y «atieb aad retrl^ isfaimAriOdi 

to rti&ats t* ^atl. w based oo $p«rb tr^«t Craai a U5<t. 

Tom «p$fc*ti»M* *tttcb caa cobdc actmal batata imp TVrt *rc t mt&xt c4f nsksonft wby tbe tfryvt ctiviwo- 

t^iat^ are lately to be sreScrrod by p^araial oa*lias *h>^ aica^t (e-camroerte. o^appoo. remau Seerabg. INTER- 
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Kftafc} (HMM>-i model *s©3 0> m^UminriUy describe resold centctojuffiy Utlais cf An udkaino* c&mai 
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dfceiesed for <Mr#fc» in Pit No* 4*58^0 twoipo eoxatecOy. as will Hp rcsutml far WWW i^tcilkt* 

taial by r*£«Has tenia. &caaso«|*«a » ^^f* » M *a mskMc tU *td covtmiuscat mtifeo* Itoa, 

SM5^^^fe^»£^fr»*"* 35 i^c4o*iiu|^i0^ 

no tl» asKKSUaS jKcfcfiHSty ditfr^i»&, 1*» &&* stale cw^<W*«»«»^«» *» ^^ > < ^ I M Tg 
ouchtee <k*oass tfafc w*a ^eiy «ao% *a4 «M tiiitc ^ hexing af tia^santecd ttWifott *d lu^^ 

Hidteo Mutel ft* test #! mm* mm & iod#e m ef^s li^pp Ihil ^ti*ici 

o^lishwJ ^> * write ef okara? oy 8ium aal bis s> trogaJilyo t«d eauiial ha^ig^ ***** 

and W S^e YuMsg lai ^tei^ at CambH^ asum^XK^»<^^ 

ll^lwgsiiy, UK b &f ] Seam tyiskal f«pca ieit* » s^»«B«ai sfccc3d be * ra^ui^*?i»^ui.JHb^^i»>*i 
am as coolimx> M gptocfe itee«p&ba sysiws (Ff^^ «| a raw 

^UHJB3m 0 Aai^q^ £S "o^^S?^ A.«-IMBh y^«m^cQ»v 

trfdmic to ajSciS «itof t^«i i^5b»!iaietic Sawn* mim cf the *W mrtti* acogssoco s?s- 

niftiy JwS «|«fiftite la^ally aquln a lix»s iKctboaif (aoe lar ««b 

4, R IcnMI ci e3, "Crtw . R f oc ff umw urn) Mwb **&m% Ifee s^e«a «f ^co^im TO* 

&oitt£& 59^ o^i^ ifej« mlrmis naasae! «oav?«sia»uo— ilit ««Ser of 

5 L. »afe^ R Jcmo^ R. U Ntroe^ "A t^xmum ^ itt^ly fck^k Ai oitsa^ 4 it» b^luat $bnfiA- 

TfijaL ftttHD Assst, Wrt. la^i>, FAMt-S: crf&a&^ Ikes ISM (VXAVOlcP*) tsd Dragee $>uca* 
tT^l^O, 50 0^030^). Wlilk aso« of l^^c i^^siilw if« 

6, J» P* BBJSK&a» **Ht^Ja5 Maito? Aotlysu: A» i&qmts Ut dkwka aotl Ottt*# ingKCfib&g ap^aiiaia. 
lainKftKtico", is Hi^ito Misted NWcIs fecf |^ m w <*ti.lly kixcccpavt te* *&#k*3km m& 
b^fui e <d Defeat AmJy^ Mtcctoo, HJ. aws woed «iwr «w) bt ck^e «»tfw, !o s4dld£o 
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The DIRECTV Group, Inc. ("DIRECTV or "Defendant"), defendant in the 
above-entitled and numbered civil action states for its Answer and Affirmative 
Defenses to the Amended Complaint of Plaintiff Phoenix Solutions, Inc. ("Phoenix" 
or "Plaintiff") as follows: 

1 . DIRECTV admits that the Amended Complaint purports to allege a 
claim for infringement arising under the patent laws of the United States, 35 U.S.C. 
§ 271 etseg. 

L THE PARTIES 

2. DIRECTV lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief 
about the truth or falsity of the allegations of Paragraph 2 and on that basis denies 
them. 

3. DIRECTV admits the allegations of Paragraph 3. 

H. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

4. DIRECTV lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief 
about the truth or falsity of the allegations of Paragraph 4 and on mat basis denies 
them. 

5 . DIRECTV lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief 
about the truth or falsity of the allegations of Paragraph 5 and on that basis denies 

them. 

6. DIRECTV lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief 
about the truth or falsity of the allegations of Paragraph 6 and on that basis denies 
them. 

7. DIRECTV admits that operating companies of DIRECTV provide 
digital television entertainment services. DIRECTV avers that it is a holding 
company and denies that it has any involvement in the activities accused of 
infringement. DIRECTV admits mat there are toll-free telephone numbers by which 
customers, prospective customers, and technicians for DIRECTV subsidiary 
services can access customer service functionality that partly uses natural language 
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interactive voice response ("IVR") technology. This customer service functionality 
can include movie and/or event ordering and installer activation functionality. 
DIRECTV denies that any website of DIRECTV or its subsidiaries has natural 
language capabilities. Except as so specifically admitted, denied, or averred, 
DIRECTV denies the allegations of Paragraph 7. 

8. DIRECTV lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief 
about the truth or falsity of the allegations of Paragraph 8 and on that basis denies 
them. 

9. DIRECTV lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief 
about the truth or falsity of the allegations of Paragraph 9 and on that basis denies 

10. DIRECTV admits that there is no IVR hardware or software located at 
the facilities of DIRECTV or its subsidiaries. DIRECTV admits that its subsidiary 
has a contract with an IVR vendor, which provides IVR services. DIRECTV denies 
that it or its subsidiaries provide specifications and data to a third party to configure 
and customize IVR functionality for DIRECTVs or its subsidiaries' use, and 
customers' needs. DIRECTV denies that it or its subsidiaries adapt telephony 
hardware and computer server hardware to respond to spoken questions from callers 
concerning DIRECTV'S business. Except as so specifically admitted, denied, or 
averred, DIRECTV lacks knowledge or information sufficient to fonn a belief about 
the truth or falsity of the allegations of Paragraph 10 and on that basis denies them 

1 1. DIRECTV denies that it or its subsidiaries configure computing 
systems to customize what speech processing operations will take place on hardware 
systems to maximize certain characteristics of the system, and to regulate how 
speech data from the callers is transferred between such systems. Except as so 
specifically admitted, denied, or averred, DIRECTV lacks knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief about the truth or falsity of the allegations of Paragraph 1 1 
and on that basis denies them. 
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12. DIRECTV admits there are toll-free telephone numbers by which 
customers, prospective customers, and technicians for DIRECTV subsidiary 
services can access customer service functionality that partly employs natural 
language IVR technology. Except as so specifically admitted, denied, or averred, 
DIRECTV lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the truth 
or falsify of the allegations of Paragraph 12 and on that basis denies them. 

1 3. DIRECTV denies that it or its subsidiaries control precisely what 
specific words the IVR technology will understand as part of its vocabulary. Except 
as so specifically admitted, denied, or averred, DIRECTV lacks knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief about the truth or falsity of the allegations of 
Paragraph 13 and on that basis denies them. 

14. DIRECTV denies that it or its subsidiaries control precisely what 
interpretation the IVR system should give to various words spoken by its 
customers/installers. Except as so specifically admitted, denied, or averred, 
DIRECTV lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the truth 
or falsity of the allegations of Paragraph 14 and on that basis denies them. 

15. DIRECTV denies that it or its subsidiaries alone control precisely what 
responses and actions a virtual agent takes, and have configured certain aspects of a 
client computing system and/or server computing system to provide such desired 
responses or actions. Except as so specifically admitted, denied, or awrred, 
DIRECTV lades knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the truth 
or falsity of the allegations of Paragraph 15 and on mat basis denies them. 

16. DIRECTV denies that it or its subsidiaries configured and controlled 
other aspects of a virtual agent's overall behavior, including among other things, the 
gender, apparent age, speech rate, prosody, style and rate of response. Except as so 
specifically admitted, denied, or averred, DIRECTV lacks knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief about the truth or falsity of the allegations of Paragraph 16 
and on mat basis denies them. 
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17. DIRECTV denies that it or its subsidiaries designed, customized and 
selected the personality exhibited by a virtual agent Except as so specifically 
admitted, denied, or averred, DIRECTV lacks knowledge or information sufficient 
to form a belief about the truth or falsity of the allegations of Paragraph 17 and on 
that basis denies them. 

18. DIRECTV denies that it or its subsidiaries collected and studied data 
from calls made to a customer support line to provide information such as the 
grammar used, specific questions, the interpretation of questions, and answers to be 
given to customers by an IVR system DIRECTV denies that it or its subsidiaries 
used call center data mat is unique to the business of DIRECTV or its subsidiaries to 
train an IVR system. Except as so specifically admitted, denied, or averred, 
DIRECTV lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the truth 
or falsity of the allegations of Paragraph 18 and on that basis denies them. 

19. DIRECTV lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief 
about the truth or falsity of the allegations of Paragraph 1 9 and on that basis denies 
them. 

20. DIRECTV denies that it or its subsidiaries have caused third party 
components to be combined, adapted and configured in accordance with specific 
performance, content requirements and scenarios of customer/installer support 
operations. Except as so specifically admitted, denied, or averred, DIRECTV lacks 
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the truth or falsity of the 
allegations of Paragraph 20 and on mat basis denies them. 

21 . DIRECTV denies the allegations of Paragraph 21 . 

22. DIRECTV admits that it received a letter from Plaintiff dated February 
20, 2007, which states: "After reviewing your agent we believe that such system, 
and its operation, is very likely covered by one or more claims of the Phoenix 
portfolio in uns area. 1 ' DIRECTV further admits that the letter included an offer to 
license. Except as so specifically admitted, denied, or averred, DIRECTV denies 
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the remaining allegations of Paragraph 22, and avers that Plaintiff rejected 
DIRECTV'S good-feith effort to meet with Plaintiff together with the vendors of the 
technology at issue. 

m. JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

23. DIRECTV admits that jurisdiction of mis Court may be founded upon 
28 U.S.C.§ 1338(a). 

24. DIRECTV admits that it is subject to this Court's personal jurisdiction. 

25. DIRECTV admits that venue is proper in this judicial district. 
DIRECTV denies mat it has committed acts of infringement within this judicial 
district as required by 28 U.S.C. § 1400. DIRECTV avers that because the accused 
technology is supplied by vendors mat are located outside this judicial district, this 
judicial district may not be a convenient fonnn. 

IV. FIRST COUNT FOR ALLEGED INFRINGEMENT 
OF UNITED STATES PATENT NO. 6.615 ,172 

26. DIRECTV hereby incorporates, as if fully set forth herein, the answers 
of Paragraph 1 through 25 of this Answer and Affirmative Defenses. 

27. DIRECTV admits that U.S. Patent No. 6,615,172 (the "'172 patent" ) is 
entitled "Intelligent Query Engine For Processing Voice Based Queries." 
DIRECTV further admits mat the '172 patent purports to identify Plaintiff as the 
assignee. Except as so specifically admitted, denied, or averred, DIRECTV lacks 
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the truth or falsity of the 
remaining allegations of Paragraph 27 and on that basis denies mem 

28. DIRECTV denies the allegations of Paragraph 28. 

29. DIRECTV denies the allegations of Paragraph 29. 

30. DIRECTV denies the allegations of Paragraph 30. 
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V. SECOND COT TNT TOR ALLE GED INFRINGEMENT 
OF UNITED STATES PATENT NO. 7.139.714 

3 1 . DIRECTV hereby incorporates, as if fully set forth herein, the answers 
of Paragraph 1 through 25 of this Answer and Affirmative Defenses. 

32. DIRECTV admits that U.S. Patent No. 7,139,714 f 714 patent") is 
entitled "Adjustable Resource Based Speech Recognition System" DIRECTV 
further admits that the 714 patent purports to identify Plaintiff as the assignee. 
Except as so specifically admitted, denied, or averred, DIRECTV lacks knowledge 
or information sufficient to form a belief about the truth or falsity of the allegations 
of Paragraph 32 and on that basis denies them. 

33. DIRECTV denies the allegations of Paragraph 33. 

34. DIRECTV denies die allegations of Paragraph 34. 

35. DIRECTV denies the allegations of Paragraph 35. 

VI. THIRD COTTNT FOR ALLEGED INFRINGEMENT 
OF UNITED STATES PATENT NO. 7.050.977 

36. DIRECTV hereby incorporates, as if fully set forth herein, the answers 
of Paragraph 1 through 25 of this Answer and Affirmative Defenses. 

37. DIRECTV admits that U.S. Patent No. 7,050,977 (the '"977 patent") is 
entMed"Speech-EnabtedSerwFOT DIRECTV 
further admits that the '977 patent purports to identify Plaintiff as the assignee. 
Except as so specifically admitted, denied, or averred, DIRECTV lacks knowledge 
or information sufficient to form a belief about the truth or falsity of the allegations 
of Paragraph 37 and on that basis denies them 

38. DIRECTV denies die allegations of Paragraph 38. 

39. DIRECTV denies the allegations of Paragraph 39. 

40. DIRECTV denies the allegations of Paragraph 40. 
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VH. FOURTH COUNT FOR ALLEGED INFRINGEMENT 
OF UNITED STATES PATENT NO. 7.225.125 

41 . DIRECTV hereby incorporates, as if fully set forth herein, the answers 
of Paragraph 1 through 25 of this Answer and Affirmative Defenses. 

42. DIRECTV admits that UJ5. Patent No. 7,225,125 (the "125 patent") is 
entitled "Speech Recognition System Trained With Regional Speech 
Characteristics." DIRECTV further admits that the '125 patent purports to identify 
Plaintiff as the assignee. Except as so specifically admitted, denied, or averred, 
DIRECTV lacks knowledge or infonnation sufficient to form a belief about the truth 
or falsity of the allegations of Paragraph 42 and on that basis denies them. 

43. DIRECTV denies the allegations of Paragraph 43. 

44. DIRECTV denies the allegations of Paragraph 44. 

45. DIRECTV denies the allegations of Paragraph 45. 

46. Paragraph 46 alleges a demand for jury trial as to which no response is 



necessary. 



AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 



First Affirmative Defense 

47. Defendants have not infringed, contributed to the infringement of, 
induced me infringement of, or otherwise directly or indirectly infringed any claim 
of me '172, "714, "977, m'125 patents. 

Second Affirmative Defense 

48. The claims of ' 1 72, 1 14, '977, and 1 1 25 patents are invalid for failure to 
satisfy one or more of the conditions of patentability set forth in Title 35 of the 
United States Code, including, but not limited to, 35 U.S.C. §§ 101, 102-, 103, and 
112. 

Third Affirmative Defense 

49. Plaintiff is estopped from asserting its infringement claims under the 
doctrines of prosecution disclaimer andVor prosecution history estoppel. 
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Fourth Affirmative Defense 

50. On the basis of die prosecution history of patents asserted by Plaintiff 
and related patents, Plaintiffs claims against DIRECTV are barred, in whole or in 
part , by the doctrine of prosecution laches. 

Fifth Affirmative Defense 

51. Plaintiff is barred from recovery for alleged infringement of the '172, 
714, "977, and 125 patents under the doctrine of laches. 

Sixth Affirmative Defense 
52 Plaintiff is barred or limited fr om recovery in whole or in part by ttie 
failure to mark, by itself or by one or more parties licensed to practice the '172, 714, 
•977, or '125 patents as required by 35 U.S.C. § 287. 

Seventh Affirmative Defense 

53. Because the accused technology is supplied by vendors that are located 
outside this judicial district, this judicial district may not be a convenient forum. 

Eighth Affirmative Defense 

54. On information and belief, Phoenix's claims for infringement of the 
'977 patent are barred in whole or in part by its failure to comply with the duty of 
candor before the USPTO. Phoenix misrepresented or omitted material information 
in prosecuting the r 977 patent. The materiality of the information mat was omitted 
is confirmed by the fact mat, as explained further below, in each instance the 
reference in question was cited to Phoenix by a patent examiner overseeing the 
prosecution of a patent application seeking to claim related subject matter, and the 
reference was cited as a ground for rejecting the claims of that pending application. 
That demonstrates that a reasonable examiner would have likely considered the 
withheld information relevant in assessing the patentability of the claims here. 
Further, on information and belief, Phoenix withheld the information with the intent 
to deceive the USPTO. Phoenix's intent to deceive the USPTO can be inferred from 
the fact that it repeatedly failed to cite material prior art of which it was made aware 
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during the course of prosecuting related applications. Illustrative examples of such 
failures to disclose material prior art of which DIRECTV is currently aware are 
discussed below. As a result of at least these omissions, the '977 patent is 
unenforceable due to inequitable conduct 

55. Persons with a duty of candor to the USPTO with respect to the '977 
patent included the prosecuting attorney, J. Nicholas Gross, the alleged inventors, 
Ian M Bennett, Bandi Ramesh Babu, Andra Pradesh, Kishor Morkhandikar, Pallaki 
Gururaj, and other persons substantively involved in the prosecution of the '977 
patent 

56. During the time that the *977 patent was pending before the USPTO, 
Phoenix was aware of U.S. Patent No. 5,61536 to Stanford. On information and 
belief; persons with a duty of candor became aware of the Stanford patent no later 
than May of 2002, when the Examiner in the prosecution of U.S. Patent No. 
6,665,640 (the '"640 patent") mailed an Office Action rejecting the claims of the 
'640 patent, based in part on obviousness over the Stanford patent. 

57. After May of 2002, Phoenix submitted no less than five Information 
Disclosure Statements. Not one disclosed the Stanford patent. Phoenix also twice 
amended its claims, but did not make any mention of the Stanford patent when 
doing so, despite the fact mat Phoenix had attempted at length to distinguish me 
Stanford patent in the '640 patent prosecution. 

58. The '977 patent reflects on its face that the Stanford patent was never 
considered by the Examiner during its prosecution Notably, the attorney 
prosecuting both the r 977 patent and me '640 patent was the same: I Nicholas 
Gross. By intentionally failing to submit mis material reference, Phoenix committed 
inequitable conduct, and the '977 patent is unenforceable. 

59. During the time mat the '977 patent was pending before the USPTO, 
Phoenix was aware of U.S. Patent No. 5,737,485 to Flanagan. On information and 
belief; persons with a duty of candor became aware of the Flanagan patent no later 
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than September of 2001, when the Examiner in the prosecution of U.S. Patent No. 
6,633,846 (the '"846 patent") mailed an Office Action rejecting the claims of the 
'846 patent, based in part on obviousness over the Flanagan patent. 

60. After September of 2001, Phoenix submitted a half-dozen Information 
Disclosure Statements. Not one disclosed me Flanagan patent. Phoenix also twice 
amended its claims, but did not make any mention of the Flanagan patent when 
doing so. 

61. The *977 patent reflects on its face that the Flanagan patent was never 
considered by me Examiner during its prosecution Notably, the attorney 
prosecuting both the '977 patent and the '846 patent was the same: 1 Nicholas 
Gross. By intentionally failing to submit mis material reference, Phoenix committed 
inequitable conduct, and me '977 patent is unenforceable. 

62. During me time mat the '977 patent was pending before the USPTO, 
Phoenix was aware of U.S. Patent No. 5,265,014 to Haddock. On information and 
belief, persons with a duty of candor became aware of the Haddock patent no later 
than September of 200 1 , when the Examiner in the '846 patent prosecution mailed 
an Office Action rejecting the claims of the '846 patent, based in part on 
obviousness over the Haddock patent. 

63 . After September 200 1 , Phoenix submitted a half-dozen Information 
Disclosure Statements. Not one disclosed the Haddock patent Phoenix also twice 
amended its claims, but did not make any mention of the Haddock patent when 
doing so. 

64. The '977 patent reflects on its face that the Haddock patent was never 
considered by tiie Examiner during its prosecution Notably, the attorney 
prosecuting both the '977 patent and the '846 patent was the same: J. Nicholas 
Gross. By intentionally failing to submit this material reference, Phoenix committed 
inequitable conduct, and the '977 patent is unenforceable. 
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65. During the time that the *977 patent was pending before the USPTO, 
Phoenix was aware of U.S. Patent No. 5,540,589 to Waters. On information and 
belie£ persons with a duty of candor became aware of the Waters patent no later 
than September of 2001, when the Examiner in me '846 patent prosecution mailed 
an Office Action rejecting the claims of the '846 patent, based in part on 
obviousness over the Waters patent. 

66. After September 2001, Phoenix submitted a half-dozen Information 
Disclosure Statements. Not one disclosed the Waters patent Phoenix also twice 
amended its claims, but did not make any mention of the Waters patent when doing 
so. 

67. The "977 patent reflects on its face mat the Waters patent was never 
considered by the Examiner during its prosecution Notably, the attorney 
prosecuting both the '977 patent and the '846 patent was the same: I Nicholas 
Gross. By intentionally failing to submit this material reference, Phoenix committed 
inequitable conduct, and the '977 patent is unenforceable. 

68. During the time that the '977 patent was pending before the USPTO, 
Phoenix was aware of U.S. Patent No. 6,336,090 to Chou. On information and 
belief, persons with a duty of candor became aware of the Chou patent no later than 
May of 2002, when the Examiner in the '846 patent prosecution mailed an Office 
Action rej ecting die claims of the '846 patent, based in part on obviousness over the 
Chou patent 

69. After May of 2002, Phoenix submitted no less than five Information 
Disclosure Statements. Not one disclosed the Chou patent. Phoenix also twice 
amended its claims, but did not make any mention of the Chou patent when doing 
so. 

70. The '977 patent reflects on its face that the Chou patent was never 
considered by the Examiner during its prosecution. Notably, the attorney 
prosecuting both the '977 patent and the '846 patent was the same: I Nicholas 
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Gross. By intentionally failing to submit this material reference, Phoenix committed 
inequitable conduct, and the '977 patent is unenforceable. 

71 . During the time that the *977 patent was pending before the USPTO, 
Phoenix was aware of U.S. Patent No. 5,983,190 to Trower. On information and 
belief; persons with a duty of candor became aware of the Trower patent no later 
than May of 2002, when the Examiner in the '640 patent prosecution mailed an 
Office Action rejecting the claims of the '640 patent, based in part on obviousness 
over the Trower patent. 

72. After May of 2002, Phoenix submitted no less than five Information 
Disclosure Statements. Not one disclosed the Trower patent Phoenix also twice 
amended its claims, but did not make any mention of the Trower patent when doing 
so. 

73. The '977 patent reflects on its face mat the Trower patent was never 
considered by the Examiner during its prosecution. Notably, the attorney 
prosecuting both the '977 patent and the '640 patent was the same: J. Nicholas 
Gross. By intentionally failing to submit mis material reference, Phoenix committed 
inequitable conduct, and the '977 patent is unenforceable. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
WHEREFORE, DIRECTV prays for judgment as follows: 

(a) That the Court enter judgment against Phoenix and in favor of 
DIRECTV and that the Court dismiss the Amended Complaint with prejudice. 

(b) That Phoenix take nothing by reason of its Amended Complaint 

(c) That the Courtfind mat no claim of US. Patent Nbs. 6,615,172, 
7,139,714, 7,050,977, and 7,225,125 has been, or is, infringed willfully, 
dehberately, or otherwise by DIRECTV . 

(d) That the Court find that U.S. Patent Nos. 6,615,172, 7,139,714, 
7,050,977, and 7,225,125 are invalid. 

(e) That the Court find mat U.S. Patent No. 7,050,977 is unenforceable. 
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(f) That the Court declare this case to be an exceptional case under the 
provisions of 35 U.S.C. § 285, and that DIRECTV be awarded the cost of suit and 
reasonable attomeys , fees. 

(g) That the Court grant DIRECTV such other and further relief to which 
they may be entitled. 



DATED: March 31, 2008 ^^^EI^UELURQUHART OLIVER 



By WStavm M And?n<m 



Steven M. Anderson 
Attorneys for The DIRECTV Group, Inc. 
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DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
DIRECTV hereby demands a trial by jury of all issues so triable in this action. 



DATED: March 31, 2008 QUINN EMANUEL URQUHART 

HEDGES, LLP 



OLIVER & 



By /s/$twm M Anderson 



Steven M. Anderson 
Attorneys for The DIRECTV Group, Inc. 
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